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Evaluation  Laboratories  Within  DoD  (Report  No.  94-075) 


We  are  providing  this  final  report  for  your  information  and  use.  Comments  to 
the  draft  report  were  considered  in  preparing  this  final  report  and  are  included  in 
Part  IV,  Management  Comments. 

Because  a  contract  award  for  a  new  Advanced  Materials  Laboratory  at  Aberdeen 
Proving  Grounds  is  being  suspended  pending  resolution  of  our  recommendations,  we 
request  the  Director,  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  to  reconsider  her  position  on 
Recommendation  1  and  provide  comments  within  15  days. 

The  courtesies  extended  to  the  audit  staff  are  appreciated.  If  you  have  any 
questions  on  the  audit,  please  contact  Mr.  Raymond  Spencer,  Program  Director,  at 
(703)  614-3995  (DSN  224-3995)  or  Mr.  David  Vincent,  Project  Manager,  at  (703) 
693-0355  (DSN  223-0355).  Appendix  J  lists  the  planned  distribution  of  this  report. 


Robert  9.  Lieberman 
Assistant  Inspector  General 
for  Auditing 
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REPORT  ON  ADVANCED  MATERIALS  RESEARCH, 
DEVELOPMENT,  TEST  AND  EVALUATION  LABORATORIES 

WITHIN  DOD 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


Introduction.  The  mission  of  DoD  laboratories  is  to  maintain  technological 
superiority  over  potential  adversaries.  The  laboratories  also  provide  technical  expertise 
to  the  Military  Departments  so  they  will  be  smart  buyers  and  users  of  new  and 
improved  weapons  systems  and  support  capabilities.  The  total  DoD  funding  for 
Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E)  laboratories  in  FY  1991  was 
$13.8  billion.  In  May  1993,  we  began  a  self-initiated  audit,  "Advanced  Materials  and 
Electronic  Devices  Research  Laboratories  Within  DoD"  (Project  3AB-0058). 

Objectives.  The  overall  audit  objective  is  to  determine  whether  redundant  investment 
is  being  made  by  DoD  in  Advanced  Materials  and  Electronic  Devices  Research  and 
Development  Laboratories.  Specific  objectives  include  evaluating  the  adequacy  of 
DoD  management  and  oversight  of  the  various  laboratories  and  the  effectiveness  of 
Project  Reliance  as  implemented  by  the  Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories.  We  are  also 
evaluating  laboratory  consolidations  and  realignments  to  verify  cost  avoidance  claimed 
by  Project  Reliance  in  response  to  Defense  Management  Review  Decision  922 
initiatives. 

Audit  Results.  In  the  survey  phase  of  the  audit,  we  identified  plans  by  the  Army  and 
the  Navy  to  build  major  new  laboratory  facilities  and  to  procure  new  equipment  for 
advanced  materials  research  that  may  be  unnecessary  and  redundant  to  existing  DoD 
capability. 

Internal  Controls.  The  audit  identified  material  internal  control  weaknesses.  Internal 
controls  were  not  effective  to  ensure  DoD  review  of  the  Army  and  Navy's  laboratory 
restructuring  proposals.  Details  of  the  internal  control  weaknesses  are  discussed  in 
Part  I  and  in  the  discussion  of  the  finding  in  Part  II. 

Potential  Benefits  of  Audit.  We  estimated  that  the  DoD  could  save  a  significant 
portion  of  $160  million  currently  planned  for  new  building  construction  and  equipment 
by  utilizing  existing  Air  Force  laboratory  space  and  equipment.  Appendix  H. 
summarizes  potential  benefits  of  this  report. 

Summary  of  Recommendations.  We  recommended  that  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  withhold  the  military  construction  funds  for  the  identified 
projects  until  an  independent  and  objective  analysis  has  been  completed  that  reevaluates 
the  proposed  new  laboratories.  We  recommended  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  and  Technology  task  the  Defense  Science  Board  to  study  the  need  for 
those  new  facilities  from  an  overall  DoD  perspective. 
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Management  Comments.  Comments  have  been  received  from  DDR&E,  the  DoD 
Comptroller,  and  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force.  DDR&E  nonconcurred  because 
they  felt  that  further  study  of  the  issue  was  not  justified  based  on  advice  that  BRAC  91 
requires  the  moves  to  the  designated  locations.  The  DoD  Comptroller  stated  that  a 
temporary  withhold  had  been  placed  on  MILCON  funds  and  suggested  that  BRAC  95 
would  provide  an  appropriate  opportunity  to  restudy  the  issues.  The  Army 
nonconcurred  stating  that  the  report  was  factually  inaccurate,  badly  flawed  in  logic,  and 
the  conclusions  were  legally  objectionable.  The  Navy  nonconcurred  stating  that  the 
Navy  has  demonstrated  a  need  for  the  planned  materials  facilities  as  part  of  the  91  and 
93  BRAC  process.  The  Air  Force  agreed  that  an  independent  assessment  by  a  group  of 
outside  technical  experts  would  be  valuable. 
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Part  I  -  Introduction 


Background 


The  mission  of  DoD  laboratories  is  to  maintain  technological  superiority  over 
potential  adversaries.  These  laboratories  also  provide  technical  expertise  to  the 
Military  Departments  to  educate  them  as  buyers  and  users  of  new  and  improved 
weapons  systems  and  support  capabilities.  The  Army  currently  operates  21 
laboratories,  centers,  and  institutes  that  employ  approximately  29,000  military 
and  civilian  personnel.  Estimated  total  Army  funding  for  those  laboratories  in 
FY  1993  was  $4.0  billion.  Policy  and  oversight  for  the  Army's  laboratory 
system  is  provided  by  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Research 
and  Technology.  In  October  1992,  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  (ARL)  was 
established  from  the  Army  Laboratory  Command  and  elements  of  the  Army 
Research  Institute;  Belvoir  Research  and  Development  Center,  Center  for  Night 
Vision  and  Electro-Optics;  Tank-Automotive  Command;  Aviation  Systems 
Command;  Chemical  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center;  and  the 
Army  Institute  for  Research  in  Management  Information,  Communications,  and 
Computer  Sciences. 

Because  of  the  condition  of  its  facilities  and  infrastructure,  the  1988  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  Commission  recommended  that  the  Army 
Materials  Technology  Laboratory  in  Watertown,  Massachusetts,  be  permanently 
closed.  A  major  consideration  for  this  conclusion  was  the  need  for  major 
renovation  or  replacement  of  laboratory  facilities.  To  avoid  the  cost  of 
construction,  the  1988  BRAC  Commission  recommended  relocating  the 
laboratory.  Specifically,  to  utilize  existing  Army  property,  reduce  base 
operations  costs,  and  combine  research  groups  with  those  working  on  similar 
technologies,  the  1988  BRAC  Commission  recommended  that  the  functions  and 
personnel  of  the  Army  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  be  split  among  the 
Detroit  Arsenal,  Michigan;  Picatinny  Arsenal,  New  Jersey;  and  Fort  Belvoir, 
Virginia. 

Based  upon  an  appeal  by  the  Army  via  the  DoD,  the  1991  BRAC  Commission 
subsequently  modified  the  1988  BRAC  Commission  recommendations  and 
realigned  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground, 
Maryland,  and  approved  establishment  of  the  Combat  Material  Research 
Laboratory  (subsequently  renamed  the  ARL  in  October  1992)  at  Adelphi, 
Maryland.  As  a  result  of  this  1991  BRAC  decision,  the  ARL  plans  to  build  a 
new  Advanced  Materials  Laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  to  cost 
$109  million;  a  new  Microelectronics  Laboratory  at  Adelphi  to  cost  $169 
million.  In  addition  the  Army  plans  to  build  a  new  Fuze  Evaluation  Facility  at 
Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama,  to  cost  $3  million. 

The  realignment  of  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  will  involve  relocating 
approximately  181  scientific  and  engineering  employees,  according  to  the 
Army,  from  the  existing  facility  in  Watertown  to  the  proposed  new  laboratory  at 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  The  new  advanced  materials  laboratory  plans  to 
employ  a  total  of  221  persons,  of  which  189  would  be  scientists  and  engineers. 
Current  plans  call  for  the  ARL  to  be  located  at  two  major  sites,  Adelphi  and 
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Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  ARL  also  plans  to  have  several  adjunct  locations  at 
White  Sands  Missile  Range,  New  Mexico;  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space 
Administration,  Langley  Research  Center  in  Hampton,  Virginia;  and  the 
National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration,  Lewis  Research  Center  in 
Cleveland,  Ohio.  Total  implementation  cost  for  the  ARL  including  new 
laboratory  construction  and  personnel-related  costs  were  estimated  to  be  $415 
million  in  the  Army's  FY  1994  "Justification  Submitted  to  Congress," 
March  1993. 

During  FY  1991,  the  Navy  operated  26  laboratories,  centers,  and  institutes  that 
employed  approximately  41,700  military  and  civilian  personnel.  Navy  funding 
for  these  laboratories  in  FY  1992  was  $10.5  billion.  Policy  and  oversight  for 
the  Navy  science  and  technology  laboratories  is  provided  by  the  Chief  of  Naval 
Research,  while  the  five  research  and  development  centers  report  to  the  Naval 
Systems  Command  supported  by  that  respective  research  and  development 
center.  The  1991  BRAC  Commission  decision  to  close  the  Navy's  Annapolis, 
Maryland,  laboratories,  required  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  (NSWC), 
Carderock  Division,  to  realign  several  materials  facilities  from  Annapolis  to 
Carderock,  Maryland.  (Carderock  is  approximately  50  miles  from  Annapolis.) 
This  realignment  will  transfer  185  Navy  employees  to  Carderock  from 
Annapolis  and  has  created  plans  for  two  Navy  military  construction  projects  for 
new  materials  research  and  development  (R&D)  laboratories  at  the  Carderock 
location,  estimated  to  cost  $37.6  million. 

Meanwhile,  the  Air  Force  Materials  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory  has 
significant  underutilized  laboratory  space  that  the  Army  and  Navy  might  use  in 
lieu  of  building  new  laboratories. 

Accordingly,  we  believe  there  is  a  compelling  need  for  an  analysis  from  a  DoD 
perspective  regarding  the  use  of  existing  DoD  facilities.  We  are,  therefore, 
recommending  that  military  construction  funds  for  these  Army  and  Navy  BRAC 
Commission  construction  projects  be  withheld  pending  an  objective  and 
comprehensive  study  to  justify  the  need  for  the  projects. 

On  May  3,  1988,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  chartered  the  BRAC  Commission  to 
recommend  military  installations  for  realignment  and  closure.  The  Commission 
recommended  59  realignments  and  86  base  closures  using  cost  estimates 
provided  by  the  Military  Departments.  Subsequently,  Public  Law  100-526, 
"Defense  Authorization  Amendments  and  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act," 
October  24,  1988,  was  passed  by  Congress  and  signed  by  the  President  to  enact 
the  Commission's  recommendations.  Public  Law  100-526  also  established  the 
DoD  Base  Closure  Account  to  fund  any  necessary  facility  renovation  or 
MILCON  projects  related  to  the  realignments  and  closures. 

Section  2902  of  Public  Law  101-510,  "Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Act  of  1990,"  November  5,  1990,  re-established  the  Commission  and  chartered 
it  to  meet  during  calendar  years  1991,  1993,  and  1995.  To  ensure  that  the 
process  for  realigning  and  closing  military  installations  was  timely  and 
independent,  Public  Law  101-510,  Section  2904,  stipulated  that  realignment  and 


3 


Introduction 


closure  actions  must  be  completed  within  6  years  after  the  President  transmits 
the  recommendations  to  Congress.  The  1991  Commission  recommended  that  an 
additional  34  bases  be  closed  and  48  bases  be  realigned. 

Section  2822  of  Public  Law  102-190,  "National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for 
Fiscal  Years  1992  and  1993,"  December  5,  1991,  as  amended  by  the  National 
Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  1993,  Section  2825,  Revision  of 
Requirements  Relating  to  Budget  Data  on  Base  Closures  (Public  Law  102-190, 
sec.  2822,  December  5,  1991,  105  Stat.  1546,  as  amended  by  Public  Law  102- 
484,  sec.  2825,  October  23,  1992,  106  Stat.  2609;  10  U.S.C.  2687  note), 
requires  that  the  Secretary  of  Defense  ensure  that  the  authorization  amount  DoD 
requests  for  military  construction  relating  to  the  closure  or  realignment  of  each 
military  installation  in  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1992  through  1999  not  exceed  the 
original  estimated  cost  (adjusted  as  appropriate  for  inflation)  that  was  provided 
to  the  Commission. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  may  submit  a  request  for  authorization  that  exceeds 
the  estimated  cost  submitted  to  the  Commission,  if  he  determines  the  greater 
amount  is  necessary.  However,  if  he  does,  a  complete  explanation  of  the 
reasons  for  the  increase  must  accompany  the  request  to  the  Congress. 

The  law  requires  the  Inspector  General  (IG),  DoD,  to  investigate  each  military 
construction  project  the  Secretary  is  required  to  explain,  if  (under  standards 
prescribed  by  the  IG)  the  IG,  DoD,  considers  the  cost  differences  to  be 
significant.  The  IG,  DoD,  is  required  to  determine  why  the  amount  requested 
to  be  authorized  in  the  case  of  that  project  exceeds  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
project  that  was  submitted  to  the  Commission  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
and  determine  the  relevant  information  submitted  to  the  Commission  with 
respect  to  whether  that  project  was  inaccurate,  incomplete,  or  misleading  in  any 
material  respect. 

Separate  submissions  were  provided  by  DoD  and  the  Army  to  the  1991  BRAC 
Commission  regarding  the  LAB  21  Study  (Army  Research  Laboratory). 
Specifically,  the  DoD  submission  stipulated  an  estimated  cost  of  $92  million. 
The  separate  Army  submission  stipulated  an  estimated  cost  of  $348  million. 
The  1991  BRAC  Commission  in  its  report  recognized  a  cost  of  $281.8  million 
through  FY  1997  for  implementing  the  ARL.  Subsequently,  in  March  1993  the 
Army  requested  $415  million  beginning  in  FY  1994  for  ARL  military 
construction  costs. 


Objectives 


Our  overall  audit  objective  is  to  determine  whether  redundant  investment  is 
being  made  by  DoD  in  advanced  materials  and  electronic  devices  research  and 
development  (R&D)  laboratories.  Specific  objectives  include  evaluating  the 
adequacy  of  DoD  management  and  oversight  of  those  laboratories  and  the 
effectiveness  of  Project  Reliance  as  implemented  by  the  Joint  Directors  of 
Laboratories.  We  are  also  evaluating  laboratory  consolidations  and 
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realignments  to  verify  cost  avoidance  claimed  by  Project  Reliance  in  response  to 
Defense  Management  Review  Decision  (DMRD)  922  initiatives. 


Scope 


This  economy  and  efficiency  audit  is  being  conducted  in  accordance  with 
standards  issued  by  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States  as 
implemented  by  the  IG,  DoD,  and  accordingly  included  such  tests  of  internal 
controls  as  were  deemed  necessary.  We  started  the  audit  on  May  10,  1993,  and 
it  is  ongoing.  We  limited  the  scope  of  the  audit  to  Advanced  Materials  and 
Electronic  Devices  (Microelectronics)  Research  and  Development  Laboratories. 
The  Director,  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E),  provided  technical 
assistance  by  assigning  a  Staff  Specialist  for  Materials  and  Structures  to  assist 
the  audit  team  in  analyzing  R&D  program  documentation  and  evaluating 
facilities  and  laboratory  equipment. 

The  R&D  program  documentation  and  other  relevant  information  was  obtained 
and  is  being  analyzed  for  the  most  recent  3-year  period,  dated  from  FY  1991 
through  FY  1993.  We  are  also  evaluating  Project  Reliance  implementation 
agreements  among  the  Military  Departments  for  evidence  of  cooperation, 
collocation,  or  Military  Department  leads  in  the  specified  technology  areas  and 
to  verify  cost  avoidance  claimed  by  Project  Reliance  in  response  to  DMRD  922 
initiatives.  Appendix  I  lists  organizations  we  visited  or  contacted. 


Internal  Controls 


We  evaluated  internal  controls  to  determine  their  adequacy  for  evaluating  new 
facilities  and  equipment  for  DoD  laboratories.  The  audit  identified  material 
internal  control  weaknesses  as  defined  by  DoD  Directive  5010.38,  "Internal 
Management  Control  Program,"  April  14,  1987.  Controls  were  not  effective  to 
ensure  that  financial  data  submitted  by  both  the  DoD  and  the  Army  to  the  1991 
BRAC  Commission  were  complete  and  accurate.  Amendments  to  Public  Law 

101- 510  "Defense  Base  Closures  and  Realignments"  subsequently  imposed 
additional  controls  on  this  process. 

Specifically,  provisions  of  law  relating  to  BRAC,  as  amended  by  Public  Law 

102- 590,  December  31,  1992,  now  require  that  the  Secretaries  of  the  Military 
Departments  and  the  heads  of  Defense  Agencies  submitting  information  to  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  the  BRAC  Commission  concerning  the  closure  or 
realignment  of  a  military  installation  shall  certify  that  such  information  is 
accurate  and  complete  to  the  best  of  that  person's  knowledge  and  belief.  In 
view  of  that  additional  requirement  governing  future  BRAC  phases,  we  are  not 
making  recommendations  in  this  report  regarding  internal  management  controls. 
A  copy  of  our  final  report  will  be  provided  to  the  senior  official  responsible  for 
internal  controls  within  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  Army. 
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Introduction 


Prior  Audits  and  Other  Reviews 


The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  has  recently  completed  two  reviews 
related  to  the  consolidation  of  DoD  laboratories.  In  addition,  the  IG,  DoD,  has 
issued  two  audit  reports  on  base  closures  and  realignments  within  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Center. 

General  Accounting  Office  Reviews.  Report  No.  GAO/NSIAD-92-316  (OSD 
Case  No.  9211),  "Military  Bases:  Navy's  Planned  Consolidation  of  RDT&E 
Activities,"  August  20,  1992,  concluded  that  the  Navy's  April  1991  estimated 
costs  for  military  construction  for  the  Navy  laboratory  consolidation  had  not 
changed  materially  since  the  Navy  submitted  its  estimates  to  the  BRAC 
Commission.  The  report  also  concluded  that  DoD  is  taking  steps  to  reduce 
duplication  among  the  Military  Departments  in  common  research  areas  through 
the  Tri-Service  Science  and  Technology  Reliance  Program. 

Report  No.  GAO/NSIAD-93-150  (OSD  Case  No.  9391),  "Military  Bases: 
Army's  Planned  Consolidation  of  RDT&E  Activities,"  April  29,  1993, 
concluded  that  the  Army’s  April  1991  estimated  costs  for  military  construction 
for  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  consolidation  have  increased  slightly.  The 
estimated  savings  from  the  Army  consolidation  will  result  from  the  elimination 
of  774  civilian  positions. 

Inspector  General  Reports.  Report  No.  93-092,  "Base  Closure  and 
Realignment  Budget  Data  for  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,"  was  issued 
April  29,  1993.  The  audit  objective  was  to  evaluate  increases  in  military 
construction  project  costs  for  base  realignment  and  closure  over  the  estimated 
costs  provided  to  the  BRAC  Commission.  This  review  concentrated  on  the 
realignments  of  portions  of  three  facilities  to  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center 
(NSWC),  Dahlgren  Division,  and  another  activity  from  the  Annapolis 
Detachment  to  the  Philadelphia  Detachment  of  the  Carderock  Division.  The 
report  concluded  that  project  costs,  at  a  combined  cost  of  $36.5  million  for 
two  construction  projects,  were  overstated  by  at  least  $4.8  million.  The  audit 
questioned  an  additional  $9.8  million. 

Report  No.  93-052,  "Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Budget  Data  for  the  Naval 
Surface  Warfare  Center,"  was  issued  February  10,  1993.  The  objective  of  the 
audit  was  to  evaluate  increases  in  military  construction  project  costs  for  base 
realignment  and  closure  over  the  estimated  costs  provided  to  the  BRAC 
Commission.  This  audit  focused  on  the  realignment  of  two  NSWC  elements  to 
Dahlgren,  Virginia,  and  of  another  facility  to  Carderock.  The  audit  concluded 
that  the  costs  for  the  Dahlgren  project,  estimated  at  $33  million,  were  overstated 
by  $18.4  million  and  that  the  costs  for  the  two  Carderock  projects,  estimated  at 
a  total  of  $26.5  million,  were  understated  by  $7.5  million. 
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Part  II  -  Finding  and  Recommendations 


New  Construction  of  Advanced  Materials 
Laboratories 

The  Army  and  Navy  are  both  planning  to  build  and  equip  new 
laboratories  for  advanced  materials  research  and  development  that  may 
not  be  required.  When  analyzing  the  need  for  these  new  laboratories, 
the  Army  and  Navy  did  not  consider  a  DoD  perspective.  As  a  result, 
the  Army  and  Navy  will  soon  be  negotiating  contracts  to  spend  more 
than  $160  million  for  new  building  construction  and  new  equipment, 
while  the  Air  Force  has  underutilized  laboratory  space  and  equipment 
available.  Considering  the  need  for  those  projects  from  a  DoD 
perspective  could  avoid  the  expenditure  of  a  significant  portion  of  the 
$160  million. 


Background 


In  1988,  the  BRAC  Commission  decided  to  permanently  close  the  Army 
Materials  Technology  Laboratory  in  Watertown.  After  some  debate  as  to  where 
to  locate  the  Materials  Laboratory  the  Army,  with  BRAC  approval,  decided  to 
build  a  new  advanced  materials  laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  (Project 
No.  38227)  (Appendix  A).  The  total  estimated  project  cost  for  this  new 
laboratory  is  $109  million,  which  includes  $80.5  million  for  a  new  building  and 
$28.4  million  for  new  equipment. 

In  FY  1990,  the  Navy  Composite  Materials  Laboratory  was  slated  for 
construction  at  the  NSWC,  Annapolis,  as  a  productivity  investment  funds 
project.  However,  the  1991  BRAC  Commission  realignment  of  the  Ship 
Materials  Engineering  Department  required  the  project  to  be  relocated  to 
NSWC,  Carderock,  and  funded  as  a  BRAC  Military  Construction  project. 
Accordingly,  the  Navy  decided  to  build  a  new  Composite  Materials  Laboratory 
as  a  wing  to  a  new  Ship  Materials  Technology  Facility  at  a  combined  estimated 
cost  of  $37.6  million.  However,  a  separate  IG,  DoD,  Report  No.  93-052, 
"Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Budget  Data  for  the  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center,"  February  10,  1993,  concluded  that  the  combined  construction 
costs  for  the  buildings  estimated  by  the  Navy  at  $26.5  million  were  understated 
by  $7.5  million.  Therefore,  the  buildings  could  cost  as  much  as  $34  million, 
plus  an  additional  $11.1  million  for  equipment.  The  total  project  could  cost  as 
much  as  $45.1  million. 

Specifically,  the  Navy  estimated  the  Composite  Materials  Laboratory  (Project 
No.  P-172S)  (Appendix  B)  to  cost  $4.6  million.  A  new  laboratory  building  was 
estimated  to  cost  $3.5  million  and  new  equipment  installed  for  an  estimated 
$1.1  million.  The  Ship  Materials  Technology  Facility  (Project  No.  P-179S) 
(Appendix  C)  was  estimated  to  cost  $23  million.  The  Navy  also  plans  to 
relocate  and  re-install  equipment  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $10  million. 
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New  Construction  of  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories 


The  Navy  also  plans  to  build  an  advanced  materials  laboratory  costing 
$13.9  million  for  naval  aircraft  (Project  No.  P-920S)  (Appendix  D)  at  Patuxent 
River,  Maryland.  A  new  65,000-square-foot  laboratory  building  would  be 
constructed  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $12  million  and  equipment  procured  and 
installed  at  an  estimated  cost  of  $1.9  million.  This  project  relates  to  the  1991 
BRAC  Commission  realignment  of  the  Naval  Air  Development  Center  at 
Warminster,  Pennsylvania,  to  the  Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Aircraft  Division, 
at  Patuxent  River. 

The  Air  Force  Materials  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory  has  significant 
underutilized  facilities  and  equipment  already  in  place  at  Wright  Laboratory  that 
appears  to  be  suitable  for  advanced  materials  research  and  development  projects 
being  conducted  by  the  Army  and  Navy. 

Facility  and  equipment  requirements  for  research  and  development  projects  are 
determined  by  the  specific  types  of  advanced  materials  science  and  technology 
projects  each  laboratory  performs.  Appendix  E  lists  the  types  of  research 
projects  identified  by  the  Project  Reliance  Advanced  Materials  Technology 
Panel.  With  relatively  few  exceptions,  the  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  are 
conducting  advanced  materials  science  and  technology  research  projects  that 
require  common  types  of  laboratory  space  and  equipment.  Unique  Army 
advanced  materials  projects  are  limited  to  armor  materials,  chemical  and  bio¬ 
protection  materials,  and  smoke  obscurants.  Unique  Navy  advanced  materials 
projects  are  limited  to  magnetic,  piezoelectric  and  magneto-strictive  materials, 
and  fire-retardant  materials.  The  only  unique  Air  Force  advanced  materials 
science  and  technology  use  is  for  space-based  hardened  materials. 

The  Army  is  planning  to  relocate  approximately  100  scientists  and  engineers 
from  its  existing  facility  at  Watertown  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Since  the 
new  ARL  laboratory  is  planning  to  employ  a  total  of  221  personnel, 
approximately  121  new  personnel  will  be  recruited  to  work  at  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground  to  replace  those  who  are  not  expected  to  relocate.  Of  the  total  221 
personnel  planned  to  work  at  this  new  facility,  178  would  be  scientists  and 
engineers. 

The  Navy  is  planning  to  transfer  185  laboratory  employees  from  Annapolis  to 
Carderock.  The  types  of  science  and  technology  projects  conducted  by  the 
Army  and  the  Navy  appear  to  be  very  suitable  for  application  in  the  excess 
space  available  at  the  Materials  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory. 


Project  Reliance 


DMRD  No.  922  originally  proposed  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for 
Acquisition  develop  a  comprehensive  management  plan  to  control  the  efforts  of 
the  Military  Departments  in  order  to  increase  efficiency  and  reduce  the  cost  of 
the  Department's  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E) 
operations.  Two  primary  alternatives  were  considered  as  part  of  this  DMRD: 
The  first  alternative  sponsored  by  the  Military  Departments  proposed  the  Tri- 
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Service  Science  and  Technology  Reliance  (Project  Reliance).  The  second 
alternative  would  have  created  a  Defense  Science,  Engineering  and  Test  Agency 
to  centrally  manage  and  operate  all  DoD  Science  and  Technology  activities. 
Concerned  about  perceived  risks  associated  with  this  approach,  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  Defense  approved  implementation  of  Project  Reliance,  even  though 
estimated  savings  were  significantly  higher  with  the  centrally  managed 
alternative.  Accordingly,  upon  approval  of  Project  Reliance,  a  savings  baseline 
of  $1.1  billion  was  established  for  the  Military  Departments  for  the  FYs  1992 
through  1997  Future  Years  Defense  Plan. 

The  objectives  of  Project  Reliance  are  to  enhance  the  quality  of  Defense  Science 
and  Technology  activities;  ensure  the  existence  of  a  critical  mass  of  resources 
that  will  develop  "world  class  products";  reduce  redundant  science  and 
technology  capabilities  and  eliminate  unwarranted  duplication;  gain  productivity 
efficiency  through  collocation  and  consolidation  of  in-house  Science  and 
Technology  work,  when  appropriate;  and  preserve  the  mission-essential 
capabilities  of  the  Military  Departments  throughout  the  process.  The  Joint 
Directors  of  Laboratories  (JDL)  were  given  responsibility  for  managing  the 
Reliance  implementation  process  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  JDL  established  13  technology  panels.  One  technology  panel  concentrates 
on  basic  research.  The  other  twelve  technology  panels  are  responsible  for 
developing  the  Joint  Services  Program  Plan  detailing  the  formal  planning 
agreements  for  the  individual  technology  programs.  The  advanced  materials 
technology  panel  is  one  of  these  12  panels.  The  technology  panel  for  advanced 
materials  further  defined  specific  categories  of  research  into  taxonomy  elements 
which  are  listed  in  Appendix  E.  The  JDL  seems  to  have  used  the  terms 
"collocation"  and  "consolidation"  solely  on  the  basis  of  funding  sources.  Such 
use  appears  to  have  little  to  do  with  the  physical  collocation  or  consolidation  of 
personnel,  facilities,  and  equipment. 

Neither  Project  Reliance  nor  the  JDL  has  been  analyzing  or  justifying  the  ARL 
or  NSWC  advanced  materials  laboratories.  The  DDR&E  has  had  only  limited 
involvement  with  Project  Reliance.  The  current  JDL  organization  has  resulted 
in  "rule  by  committee,"  so  that  when  the  Military  Department  representatives 
cannot  reach  agreement  on  a  particular  topic,  there  is  no  mechanism  to  resolve 
differences  of  opinion. 


Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission 


Public  Law  101-510,  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Act  for 
FY  1990,  established  a  new  process  for  DoD  BRAC  actions  that  governs  all 
DoD  recommendations  through  the  year  1995.  This  new  Act  directed  formation 
of  an  independent  BRAC  Commission  to  review  recommendations  made  by 
DoD  during  the  next  5  years.  Recommendations  were  to  be  based  on  a  force 
structure  plan  submitted  as  part  of  the  FYs  1992  through  1996  budgets.  The 
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BRAC  process  begins  with  recommendations  by  the  Military  Departments  rather 
than  the  Commission  developing  its  own  list.  Specifically,  the  approved 
realignments  of  the  1991  BRAC  Commission  related  to  the  Army  Research 
Laboratory  and  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  would  result  in: 

o  closing  the  Harry  Diamond  Laboratory  in  Woodbridge,  Virginia; 

o  moving  the  Materials  Directorate  of  the  Army  Research  Laboratory 
from  Watertown,  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground; 

o  closing  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  Carderock  Division,  Ship 
Materials  Technology  Facility,  currently  located  in  Annapolis;  and 

o  building  the  Composite  Materials  Laboratory,  as  a  wing  to  the  new 
Ship  Materials  Technology  Facility,  planned  for  Carderock. 


Differences  in  Policy  Interpretations 


Two  disparate  interpretations  regarding  the  need  for  new  advanced  materials 
laboratories  demonstrate  the  need  for  clear  policy  and  guidance  on  the 
consolidation  of  DoD  Laboratories  during  downsizing. 

First,  a  Military  Department  interpretation  showed  that  the  Army  Research 
Laboratory  and  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  personnel  apparently  used  the 
BRAC  process  to  justify  building  and  equipping  new  laboratories  for  advanced 
materials  research  that  will  cost  an  estimated  $160  million.  In  doing  so,  the 
Army  and  the  Navy  have  not  considered,  analyzed,  or  justified  these 
construction  projects  from  a  DoD  perspective.  As  a  result,  new  Army  and 
Navy  Research  Laboratories  could  be  built  unnecessarily. 

A  second  policy  interpretation  related  to  the  need  for  new  DoD  laboratories  is 
best  summarized  by  two  significant  conclusions  of  the  Congressional  Research 
Service  in  its  report  "Defense  Laboratories:  Proposals  for  Closure  and 
Consolidation,”  January  24,  1991.  Specifically,  regarding  the  Military 
Departments'  Laboratory  Consolidation  Proposals,  the  Congressional  Research 
Service  concluded: 

Everyone  does  not  agree  on  what  is  meant  by  consolidation.  For 
example,  the  Air  Force's  initial  restructuring  plan  really  focuses  on 
the  consolidation  of  management  activities  within  its  laboratories.  In 
the  near  term,  it  does  not  appear  that  the  Air  Force  plans  to  close  or 
to  consolidate  any  laboratories. 

The  Congressional  Research  Service  further  concluded: 

Utilizing  the  Base  Closure  Commission  will  allow  the  Services  to 
avoid  a  comprehensive  review  of  their  entire  laboratory  restructuring 
proposals.  The  Laboratory  Consolidation  and  Conversion 
Commission  could  quickly  become  irrelevant  if  the  Army  and  Navy 
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successfully  utilize  the  1991  Base  Closure  Commission  as  an  avenue 
to  close  some  of  their  R&D  laboratories.  Some  officials  at  DoD 
contend  that  if  the  Services*  laboratory  restructuring  proposals  are 
accepted  by  the  new  base  closure  commission,  the  Laboratory 
Consolidation  and  Conversion  Commission  recommendations  will  be 
too  late  and  probably  ignored  by  the  Services. 


Conclusion 


The  Army  is  planning  on  building  and  equipping  a  major  new  laboratory  facility 
for  advanced  materials  research  as  part  of  the  ARL.  The  Army  feels  that  by 
locating  this  laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  with  other  multi-discipline 
scientists  and  engineers,  they  can  achieve  a  form  of  "technological  synergism." 
In  theory,  this  technological  synergism  would  result  in  productivity 
enhancement  that  would  flow  from  the  combination  of  several  ingredients: 
quick  assembly  of  creative  blends  of  talent  and  technology,  more  effective 
communication  and  coordination,  and  ease  of  technology  transfer.  The  Army 
also  believes  that  a  "critical  mass"  of  talent  fundamental  to  worthwhile  research 
will  result  from  providing  procedures  and  quality  facilities.  Simultaneously,  the 
Army  believes  that  this  "flagship"  research  laboratory  should  be  close  to  its 
customers. 

Concurrently,  in  addition  to  an  existing  Advanced  Materials  Laboratory  at  the 
Naval  Research  Laboratory  in  Washington,  DC,  the  Navy  is  planning  on 
building  several  new  laboratory  facilities  for  conducting  advanced  materials 
research.  Two  of  these  new  facilities  would  be  located  at  Carderock 
approximately  15  miles  from  the  location  of  its  existing  advanced  materials 
laboratory  at  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory.  The  third  advanced  materials 
research  facility  would  be  built  at  Patuxent  River  approximately  an  hour's  drive 
from  either  the  Carderock  Facility  or  the  Naval  Research  Laboratory. 

Before  beginning  our  audit,  these  projects  had  not  been  analyzed  by  either  the 
DDR&E  or  the  Project  Reliance  JDL.  The  combined  estimated  cost  for  these 
laboratory  facilities  exceeds  $160  million;  and  when  analyzed  from  a  DoD 
perspective,  none  of  these  advanced  materials  laboratories  may  be  needed.  In 
addition,  if  these  advanced  materials  facilities  could  be  consolidated  or 
collocated  in  vacant  and  underutilized  space  at  the  Materials  Directorate  of 
Wright  Laboratory,  the  effects  of  "technological  synergism"  and  the  benefits  of 
creating  a  "critical  mass"  of  talent  fundamental  to  worthwhile  research  would  be 
even  greater  in  a  joint-Military  Department  environment  than  it  would  be  in  a 
"flagship"  Army  laboratory. 

Given  the  emphasis  placed  by  the  Army  on  locating  a  research  laboratory  close 
to  its  customers  and  considering  the  fact  that  the  primary  area  of  Army 
advanced  materials  research  is  armor  and  anti-armor  materials,  it  is  important  to 
note  that  the  Tank  and  Automotive  Command  in  Warren,  Michigan,  is 
significantly  closer  to  Dayton,  Ohio  (Wright  Laboratory),  than  it  is  to  Aberdeen 
Proving  Ground. 
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Recommendations 


1.  We  recommend  that  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and 
Technology  direct  the  Defense  Science  Board  to  study  the  need  for  the  new 
Army  and  Navy  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories  from  a  Department  of 
Defense  perspective  and  provide  appropriate  input  into  the  1995  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  process.  This  Defense  Science  Board  study  should 
explore  reasonable  alternatives  to  new  construction  at  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground,  Carderock,  and  Patuxent  River,  and  advise  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on 
whether  continuing  the  projects  as  currently  approved  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  Department  of  Defense. 

2.  We  recommend  that  the  Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defense  withhold 
military  construction  funds  for  these  projects  until  an  independent  and  objective 
analysis  has  reevaluated  the  need  for  new  Army  and  Navy  Advanced  Materials 
Laboratories. 


Management  Comments  and  Audit  Response 


The  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  responded  for  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology  and  indicated  that  while 
there  may  be  advantages  to  collocating  the  Army  and  Navy  Materials  Research 
Laboratories  at  Wright  Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  they  were  advised  that  the 
1991  BRAC  Commission  realigns  the  Army  Materials  Technology  Laboratory 
to  the  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  in  Maryland  and  that  this  decision  precludes 
consideration  of  other  alternatives.  Based  on  this  advice,  they  stated  they  were 
unable  to  concur  with  the  recommendation  to  initiate  a  Defense  Science  Board 
Study  of  this  issue. 

Audit  Response.  We  urge  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering 
to  reconsider  its  position  which  may  be  based  on  the  premise  that  the  1991 
BRAC  decision  cannot  be  altered  even  by  the  1995  BRAC  Commission.  The 
wording  of  our  recommendation  has  been  altered  to  make  it  clear  that  any 
recommendations  not  to  implement  the  1991  BRAC  plan  must  go  to  the  1995 
BRAC  Commission. 

We  understand  that  a  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Defense  Laboratory 
Management  has  been  chartered  by  the  DDR&E.  This  Task  Force  has  been 
charged  with  developing  a  strategy  for  restructuring  and  substantially  reducing 
the  size  of  the  defense  laboratory  infrastructure.  The  Task  Force  was  directed 
to  consider  all  Defense  laboratories  which  perform  work  ranging  from  basic 
research,  through  technology  development  and  acquisition  support,  to  in-service 
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engineering  and  maintenance  support  (essentially  all  DoD  efforts  funded  under 
category  6).  The  formation  of  this  Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  and  the 
charter  assigned  to  it  substantially  satisfies  our  recommendation  to  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology  to  study  the  need  for  new 
advanced  materials  laboratories  from  a  DoD  perspective. 

As  part  of  the  1995  BRAC,  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  has  established  six 
Joint  Cross-Service  Groups  to  examine  areas  with  significant  potential  for  cross¬ 
service  impacts.  One  of  these  six  specific  Joint  Cross-Service  Groups  was 
established  to  examine  DoD  laboratories.  Policy  guidance  issued  for  the  1995 
BRAC  by  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  specifically  states  that  DoD 
components  may  propose  to  the  BRAC  95  changes  to  previously  approved 
designated  receiving  base  recommendations  of  the  1988,  1991,  and  1993 
Commissions.  These  proposed  changes  should  be  necessitated  by  revisions  to 
force  structure,  mission  or  organization,  or  significant  revisions  to  cost 
effectiveness  that  have  occurred  since  the  relevant  commission  recommendation 
was  made.  If  the  Army  and  Navy  proceed  with  plans  to  build  new  Advanced 
Materials  Laboratories,  this  preemptive  action  would  foreclose  any  meaningful 
recommendation  resulting  from  an  analysis  by  the  Joint  Cross-Service  Group 
established  for  laboratories. 

The  Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defense  stated  that  a  temporary  hold 
was  placed  on  FY  1994  military  construction  funding,  pending  a  ruling  by  the 
Office  of  the  General  Counsel  of  the  legal  implications.  The  Comptroller  also 
suggested  that  if  the  proposed  reports  are  finalized  and  issued,  the 
recommendation  for  the  Comptroller  to  withhold  funding  be  made  contingent 
upon  action  by  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition  and  Technology 
to  commission  an  independent  study.  The  Comptroller  suggested  that  the  1995 
BRAC  process  would  provide  an  opportunity  for  study  of  this  issue  from  a 
Department  of  Defense  perspective.  The  Comptroller  further  states  that  the 
only  effective  way  to  modify  the  1991  BRAC  Commission's  recommendations 
is  to  propose  changes  to  the  1995  BRAC  Commission. 

Audit  Response.  We  consider  the  comments  from  the  Comptroller  of  the  DoD 
to  be  responsive.  We  agree  that  the  1995  BRAC  process  would  provide  an 
opportunity  for  study  of  this  issue  from  a  DoD  perspective. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurred  with  the  audit  report 
recommendations,  stating  that  the  report  was  factually  inaccurate,  badly  flawed 
in  logic,  and  the  conclusions  were  legally  objectionable.  The  Army  also  stated 
that  the  report  is  "unencumbered  by  the  facts"  and  the  conclusions  are  "legally 
objectionable"  because  it  assumes  authority  to  disregard  binding 
recommendations  of  the  1988  and  1991  BRAC  Commissions. 
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The  Army  also  states  that  if  the  report  is  finalized  in  its  current  form,  it  will 
severely  reduce  the  Army's  science  and  technology  capability  and  seriously 
impair  the  Secretary  of  Defense's  legal  responsibility  to  implement  the 
recommendations  of  the  BRAC  Commissions  in  a  timely  manner.  The  Army 
feels  that  it  is  imperative  that  the  issues  and  errors  identified  in  the  Army 
response  be  resolved  in  the  final  audit  report.  The  Army  further  recommends 
that  if  resolution  does  not  occur,  the  report  should  not  be  finalized  and  issued. 
The  Army  enclosed  a  copy  of  a  point-by-point  rebuttal  to  the  subject  draft  audit 
report  that  we  have  included  in  Appendix  F. 

Audit  Response.  We  feel  that  the  overall  Army  nonconcurrence  as  stated 
above  is  disingenuous.  In  its  response,  the  Army  submitted  nothing  in  the  form 
of  information  that  could  be  verified  and  audited  that  would  demonstrate  factual 
inaccuracies  in  the  draft  report.  Other  than  its  opinion  that  the  draft  report  was 
badly  flawed  in  logic,  the  Army  offered  no  evidentiary  matter  to  contradict  the 
draft  report  logic. 

Regarding  the  Army  claim  that  the  draft  report  was  legally  objectionable,  the 
Army  may  have  misunderstood  the  draft  report  recommendation  as  assuming  the 
1991  BRAC  decisions  could  be  altered  without  recourse  to  the  1995  BRAC 
Commission.  This  was  not  our  intent  and  the  wording  in  the  recommendation 
has  been  clarified.  In  any  event,  we  agree  with  the  Army  Office  of  the  Judge 
Advocate  General  letter  dated  November  24,  1993,  page  6,  paragraph  4,  "If 
circumstances  warrant,  the  SECDEF  may  submit  additional  recommendations  to 
the  1995  Commission  to  revise  the  earlier  Commissions'  recommendations." 
These  comments  were  concurred  with  by  the  Army  Office  of  General  Counsel 
in  a  letter  dated  November  29,  1993  that  stated:  "The  DoD  IG  may  well  feel 
that  the  BRAC  91  recommendations  regarding  laboratory  realignments  should 
be  revisited.  The  DoD  IG  however,  should  include  in  any  final  reports  the 
warning  that  the  decried  realignments  must  take  place  unless  DoD  undertakes  to 
seek  their  modification  in  BRAC  95."  We  agree  that  the  entire  concept  of  the 
Army  Research  Laboratory  should  be  revisited  by  BRAC  95. 

In  a  January  7,  1994,  letter  regarding  the  1995  BRAC,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of 
Defense  stressed  the  need  to  emphasize  cross-service  utilization  of  common 
support  assets.  Policy  guidance  attached  to  this  letter  concerning  changes  to 
previous  recommendations  specifically  states:  "DoD  components  may  propose' 
changes  to  previously  approved  designated  receiving  base  recommendations  of 
the  1988,  1991,  and  1993  Commissions  provided  such  changes  are  necessitated 
by  revisions  to  force  structure,  mission  or  organization,  or  significant  revisions 
to  cost  effectiveness  that  have  occurred  since  the  relevant  commission 
recommendation  was  made. " 

With  regard  to  the  Army  point-by-point  rebuttal  to  the  subject  draft  audit  report 
(Appendix  F),  we  have  prepared  a  detailed  point-by-point  audit  response  that 
addresses  each  issue.  This  detailed  audit  response  is  included  in  the  audit  report 
as  Appendix  G.  To  preclude  preemptive  actions  on  the  part  of  the  Army  to 
make  moot  any  recommendations  to  the  BRAC  95,  we  continue  to  recommend 
that  the  Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defense  withhold  military 
construction  funds  for  these  projects  until  the  need  for  new  Army  and  Navy 
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Advanced  Materials  Laboratories  is  evaluated  by  the  Defense  Science  Board  and 
the  BRAC  95  Joint  Cross-Service  Group  for  Laboratories. 

The  Department  of  the  Navy  nonconcurred  with  the  audit  report  finding  and 
recommendations,  stating  that  the  Navy  had  demonstrated  a  need  for  the 
planned  materials  facilities  as  part  of  the  91  and  93  BRAC  process.  The  Navy 
stated  that  further  review  of  all  Navy  RDT&E  infrastructure,  including 
materials  application  and  research  facilities,  will  be  conducted  during  BRAC  95. 
The  Navy  believes  that  disruption  of  Navy  planned  construction  would  seriously 
undermine  implementation  of  BRAC  legal  requirements  and  overall  plans  to 
consolidate  RDT&E  facilities. 

Audit  Response.  We  agree  that  the  Navy  RDT&E  infrastructure,  including 
materials  application  and  research  facilities,  should  be  reviewed  as  part  of  the 
BRAC  95  Cross-Service  Group  for  Laboratories.  However,  continuation  of 
planned  Navy  construction  would  preempt  any  possible  recommendations  that 
would  result  from  the  BRAC  95  Cross-Service  Group  for  Laboratories. 

As  we  discussed  in  our  audit  response  to  Army  Management  Comments  above, 
the  policy  guidance  contained  in  the  1995  BRAC  specifically  states  that  "DoD 
components  may  propose  changes  to  previously  approved  designated  receiving 
base  recommendations  of  the  1988,  1991,  and  1993  Commissions  provided  such 
changes  are  necessitated  by  revisions  to  force  structure,  mission  or  organization, 
or  significant  revisions  to  cost  effectiveness  that  have  occurred  since  the  relevant 
commission  recommendation  was  made."  Accordingly,  we  are  continuing  to 
recommend  that  the  Comptroller  of  the  DoD  withhold  military  construction 
funds  for  these  Navy  projects  until  an  independent  and  objective  analysis  has 
reevaluated  the  need  for  these  new  Navy  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories. 
This  independent  and  objective  analysis  can  and  should  be  conducted  by  the 
Defense  Science  Board  concurrent  with  the  BRAC  95  Cross-Service  Group  for 
Laboratories. 

The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  did  not  comment  on  legal  or  contractual 
issues  regarding  the  proposed  new  advanced  materials  laboratories.  The  Air 
Force  did  however,  agree  that  an  independent  assessment  by  outside  technical 
experts,  such  as  the  Defense  Science  Board,  would  be  of  value  in  technically 
assessing  unique  aspects  of  laboratory  facility  utilization.  The  Air  Force 
recommended  that  if  such  an  assessment  is  conducted,  a  "two  laboratory  option" 
alternative  be  considered.  The  Air  Force  explained  that  the  two  laboratory 
alternative  would  consist  of  a  joint  Services  air  and  space  materials  and 
processes  laboratory  led  by  the  Air  Force  at  Wright  Laboratory  and  the  second 
alternative  would  be  a  joint  Services  land  and  sea  materials  and  processes 
laboratory  led  by  the  Army  or  Navy  at  a  site  or  sites  to  be  determined.  The  Air 
Force  also  stated  that  it  believed  that  there  is  much  more  value  that  can  be 
obtained  from  a  more  vigorous  application  of  the  Tri-Service  Reliance  process 
to  total  program  content,  and  also  to  identify  and  resolve  major  facility  and 
equipment  issues. 
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Audit  Response.  We  agree  that  an  independent  assessment  by  outside  technical 
experts,  such  as  the  Defense  Science  Board,  would  be  valuable  in  evaluating  the 
unique  aspects  of  laboratory  facility  utilization.  We  also  agree  with  the  Air 
Force  that  there  is  much  more  value  that  can  be  obtained  from  a  more  vigorous 
application  of  a  Joint  Cross-Service  process  to  identify  and  resolve  major 
facility  and  equipment  issues  as  well  as  total  program  content. 
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Part  III  -  Additional  Information 


Appendix  A.  Army  Research  Laboratory 

Military  Construction  Project 


Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland 


Advanced  Materials  Laboratory 


Proposed  Area  Square  Feet  Proposed  Cost 

Laboratory  172,132  $43,493,000 


Laboratory  Offices  40, 

Administrative  Offices  4, 

Special  Use  Areas  9, 

Mechanical 

/Electrical  Space  57, 

HAZMAT1  Storage  Facility  3, 

HAZMAT  Waste 

Storage  Facility  1, 

IDS2  Installation 

Industrial  Wastewater 
Treatment  Facility  2, 

Building  Information 
Systems 


176 

4,823,000 

775 

408,000 

100 

1,092,000 

224 

14,788,000 

807 

942,000 

410 

207,000 

88,000 

000 

425,000 

897,000 

*  Hazardous  Material 
2  Intrusion  Detection  System 
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Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland 

Advanced  Materials  Laboratory 


SuDDortine  Facilities 

ProDosed  Cost 

Electric  Service 

$981,000 

Water,  Sewer,  and  Gas 

610,000 

Paving,  Walks,  Curbs,  and  Gutters 

830,000 

Storm  Drainage 

696,000 

Site  Improvements 

1,903,000 

Information  Systems 

98,000 

Traffic  Control  and  Light 

45,000 

Other 

Contingency  at  5  percent 

3,616,000 

Supervision,  Inspection,  and  Overhead 
at  6  percent 

4.557.000 

Sub-Total  Building  and 

Related  Facilities 

$  80,499,000 

Installed  Equipment  - 
Other  Appropriations 

28.390.000 

Project  Total 

$108,889,000 
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Appendix  B.  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center 

Carderock  Division,  Composite 
Materials  Laboratory 

Carderock,  Maryland 


Composite  Materials  Laboratory 


Proposed  Area 

Square  Feet 

ProDosed  Cost 

Building 

Built-In  Equipment 

15,480 

$2,370,000 

320,000 

Supporting  Facilities 

Utilities 

Paving  and  Site  Improvements 

290,000 

160,000 

Other 

Contingency  at  5  percent 

Supervision,  Inspection,  and  Overhead 
at  6  percent 

160,000 

200.000 

Sub-Total  Building  and 

Related  Facilities 

Equipment  Provided  From 
Other  Appropriations 

$3,500,000 

1.060.000 

Project  Total 

$4,560,000 
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Appendix  C.  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center, 

Carderock  Division,  Ship  Materials 
Technology  Facility 

Carderock,  Maryland 


Ship  Materials  Technology  Facility 


Proposed  Area  Square  Feet 

ProDOsed  Cost 

Building  120,000 

Covered  Storage  7,000 

Open  Storage  8,000 

Built-In  Equipment 

$15,240,000 

350,000 

120,000 

1,300,000 

Supporting  Facilities 

Electrical  Utilities 

Mechanical  Utilities 

Paving  and  Site  Improvements 

1,900,000 

1,000,000 

760,000 

Other 

Contingency  at  5  percent 

Supervision,  Inspection  and  Overhead 
at  6  percent 

Sub-Total  Building  and  Related  Facilities 

Equipment  Relocation/Other  Appropriations 

1,030,000 

1.300.000 

$23,000,000 

10.000.000 

Project  Total 

$33,000,000- 
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Appendix  D.  Naval  Air  Warfare  .Center, 

Aircraft  Technologies  Laboratory, 
Patuxent  River,  Maryland 


Aircraft  Technologies  Laborator 


Square  Feet 


Building  65,000 

Technical  Operating  Manuals 


Supporting  Facilities 


Electrical  Utilities 
Mechanical  Utilities 
Paving  and  Site  Improvements 


1,290,000 

1,140,000 

220,000 


Other 

Contingency  at  5  percent 
Supervision,  Inspection  and  Overhead 
at  6  percent 
Sub-Total  Building 
and  Related  Facilities 
Equipment  Relocation 
Other  Appropriations 


540,000 


$12,000,000 


Project  Total 


Appendix  E.  Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories 

Panel  for  Advanced  Materials 


Air 

Army  Navv  Force 

Structural  Materials 


o  Metallic  Alloys  and 

Composites 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Ferrous  Metals 

-  Non-Ferrous  Metals 

-  Metal  Matrix  Composites 
o  Non-Metallic  and 

Composites  Materials 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Thermoset  Composites 

-  Thermoplastic  Composites 

High  Temperature  Materials 

o  Metals  and  Intermetallics 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Titanium  Based 

-  Superalloys 

-  Advanced  Intermetallics 
o  Ceramics 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Monolithic 

-  Composites 

o  Carbon-Carbon  Composites 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Materials  and  Processes 

-  Applications 

Armor  and  Anti-Armor  Materials 

o  Armor  Materials 

Yes 

-  Materials  and  Processes 

-  Metallic  Armor  Materials 

-  Ceramic  Armor  Materials 

-  Composites 
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Air 


Armv 

Naw 

Force 

o  Anti-Armor  Materials 

-  Penetrator  and  Sabot 

Materials 

-  Warhead  Materials 

-  Launcher  Materials  for 

Conventional  and  Advanced 

Gun  Systems 

Yes 

Yes 

o  Materials  Dynamics 

Electromagnetic  Protection  Materials 

o  Ground-Based  Electromagnetic 

Yes 

Yes 

Protection  Materials 
o  Space-Based  Hardened  Materials 

Electronic,  Magnetic,  and  Optical 
Materials 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

o  Semiconductor  Materials 

-  Bulk  Materials 

-  Thin  Films 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

o  Non-Linear  Optical  Materials 

-  Organic  Thin  Films 

-  Inorganic  Thin  Films 

-  Bulk  Crystals 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

o  Superconductor  Materials 

-  Materials  and  Process  Development 

-  Materials  for  Power  Applications 

-  Materials  for  Magnetic  Sensor 
Systems 

o  Electromagnetic  Transparency 

Yes 

Yes 

Materials 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

-  Visible  Transparencies 

-  Infrared/Multimode 
Transparencies 

-  Microwave  Transparencies 
o  Magnetic,  Piezoelectric,  and 

Magneto-Strictive  Materials  Yes 

-  High  Coersive  Force  Materials 

-  Piezoelectric  and  Magneto- 
Strictive  Materials 

o  Electro-Ceramic  Materials  Yes 
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Special  Function  Materials 

o  Fire  Retardant  Materials 
o  Paints,  Coatings,  and  Cleaning 
Materials 

o  Fluids  and  Lubricants 
o  Elastomers  and  Seal 
o  Chemical  and  Bio- 
Protection  Materials 
o  Thermal  Management 

Bio-Molecular  Materials  and 
Processes 

o  High  Temperature  Materials 
o  Armor  and  Anti-Armor 
o  Electromagnetic  Shielding 
o  Electrical,  Magnetic,  and 
Optical  Materials 
o  Special  Function  Materials 
o  Material  Processing,  Manu¬ 
facturing 

o  New  Material  Concepts 

Materials  Processing/ 
Manufacturing  Research 

o  Process  Modeling  and  Control 

-  Expert  Systems 

o  Forming  and  Net  Shape 
Processing 

-  Spray  Forming 
o  Joining 

-  Adhesives 

-  Welding 


Army 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 


Yes 

Yes 


Navv 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 


Air 

Force 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
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Air 

Army  Naw  Force 

Non-Destructive  Inspection 
Evaluation  (NDI/E)1  Technology 


o  Advanced  Materials  and 

Process  Development  NDE2 
o  Manufacturing  NDI/E 
o  In-Service  Performance 
Integrity /Life 
Monitoring 

Materials  Transition/Technology 
Demonstration 

o  Signature  Control  Materials 
o  Radar  Materials 
o  Optical  Materials 
o  Smoke  Obscurants 
o  NDE/Inspection 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

1  NDI/E  -  Non-Destructive  Inspection/Evaluation 

2  NDE-  Non-Destructive  Evaluation 
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ARMY  COMMENTS 
ON  THE 

“DRAFT  QUICK-REACTION  REPORT 
ON  ADVANCED  MATERIALS 
RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST 
AND  EVALUATION 
LABORATORIES  WITHIN  DOD” 


Appendix  F.  Army  Point-By-Point  Comments 


ARMY  COMMENTS 
ON  THE 

-DRAFT  QUICK-REACTION  REPORT  ON  ADVANCED  MATERIALS 
RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST  AND  EVALUATION 
LABORATORIES  WITHIN  DOD' 

Part  I  *  Introduction 

c.Tutiv*  Summary  -  NONCONCUR.  The  Army  strongly  disagrees  with  the 
mad*  in  the  Executive  Summary.  Tha  Army  Research  Laboratory  (ARl) 
was  oW*oalty  lormad  in  Octobar  1992  after  year*  of  etudy  of  tha  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD!  and  tha  Da  part  mam  of  tha  Army's  (DA)  research  and  davalopmant  community 
by  both  internal  and  external  groups.  Tha  most  recent  stu dies.  LAB  Jl.tha  1991  Basa 
R*ai*gnmant  and  Ctosura  (BRAC)  Commission,  and  tha  Fadaral  Advisory  Commission 
o"  Consolidation  and  Convarsion  of  Dafansa  Rasaarch  and  Davalopmant 
laporaionas.  aach  spedfcaiiy  endorsed  tha  concapt  of  a  consolidaiad.  mutti-disci- 
pimay  Vortd  class*  Army  Rasaarch  Laboratory. 

Tha  ARl  is  tha  corporate  laboratory  tor  tha  Army,  providing  a  rasaarch  eapabiity  to  en- 
apia  tha  Army  to  maat  tha  weighting  chaliangas  of  tha  totura  battiafiald.  Such  a  cor- 
po-ata  laboratory  must  hava  a  strong  in-housa  rasaarch  capabiSty  with  a  critical  mass 
ot  worti  m  key  tachnotogy  araas  Elactronics  and  materials  ara  fundamantal  tachnoto- 
gits  and  constitute  cora  compatancias  tor  tha  laboratory  State-of-the-art  rasaarch  fa¬ 
cings  and  equipment  must  ba  mad#  availabia  to  attract  and  rttain  a  highly  eompatant 
and  dadcaiad  work  forca  Tha  Army  is  committad  to  tha  ptannad  invastmant  in  ARL 


•  Pag*  2,  Paragraph  2-  *Dunng  FY  1991,  tha  Army  operated  S3  laboratorias.  can- 
ta's  anc  institutes  that  amployad  approximately  30.500  military  and  civilian  personnel 
Tota  A'tiy  funding  lor  those  laboratories  in  FY  1993  was  $6.0  billion.* 

..  Army  Commtni  •  Nonconcur  Tha  paragraph  is  incorrect  and  misleading,  re¬ 
vise  te  read  as  follows  The  Army  currently  operates  2 1  laboratories,  canters,  and  in- 
st  :„:es  tna:  employs  approximately  29.000  civilian  personnel  and  military  personnel 
Tcta  tending  for  these  activities  was  $4  0  billion  in  FY  93  * 

Ritionih  -Accuracy  and  completeness. 

•  Page  2,  Paragraph  4,  sentence  1  •  ^Because  of  tha  condition  of  its  tao'Sties 
and  infrastructure,  tha  1966  Base  Realignment  and  Ctosura  (BRAC)  Commission  rec¬ 
ommended  that  tha  Army  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  In  Watertown, 
Massachusetts,  ba  permanently  dosed.* 

-  Atmy  Comment  Nonconcur.  Sentence  is  incorrect  and  misleading.  Revise  to 
read  as  follows  ’Because  of  tha  condition  of  Its  fadfties  and  infrastructure,  tha  1966 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  Commission  recommended  that  tha 
Watertown,  Massachusetts,  site  ba  dosad  and  tha  mission  of  tha  Materials  Technology 


Amy  CotrrrmH  ■  AOvanctd  Mmrfctr  Report 


11/22/93 
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i  tSrtfaiory  be  transferred  to  3  separtoe  rtH  * 

Rational*  -Accuracy  and  complettnasa. 

•  Pag*  2,  Paragraph  4,  aentence  2  -  *A  major  consideration  for  this  conclusion 
was  the  need  lor  major  renovation  or  replacement  of  laboratory  laoifties.* 

-  Army  Commant •  Nonconcur.  Deltoa. 

Rational a  -This  sentenoe  is  redundant  with  tha  first  aantanca  of  lha  paragraph  and 
is  unnecessary  to  tha  reader's  understanding  of  tha  rationale. 

•  Paga  2,  Paragraph  4,  aantanca  3  •  *To  avoid  tha  cost  of  construction,  tha  1985 
BRAC  Commission  racommandad  ra locating  tha  laboratory.* 

••  Army  Commant  •  Nonconcur.  Delete 

Rational*-  Accuracy  This  statamant  is  incorrect  tinea  tha  FY91  BRAC  I  Budget 
Submit  to  Congrtss  showed  $29M  tor  Mittjuy  Construction  in  support  of  this  proposed 
relocation 

•  Paga  2,  Paragraph  S,  first  sentence  *  *8asad  upon  an  appeal  by  tha  Army,  the 
1991  BRAC  Commission  subsequently  moefified  tha  1956  BRAC  Commission  recom¬ 
mendations  and  realigned  tha  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  to  Aberdeen  Proving 
Gro-nc,  Ma-yiand.  and  approved  astabishmant  of  tha  Combat  Materials  Rasaarch 
Ub5'a:o*y  (subsequently  renamed  the  Army  Rasaarch  laboratory  in  October  1992)  at 
Aoe  b*  Ma7land 

••  Army  Commant  •  Nonconcur.  Revise  as  follows.  The  Army  BRAC  91  submit- 
sc*  bearded  by  tha  Secretary  of  Oafansa  to  tha  1991  BRAC  Commission  recom¬ 
mence  and  realigns  tha  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  to  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground.  Ma7iand.  and  approved  establishment  of  tha  Combat  Material  Research 
Labc*ato7  (subsequently  renamed  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  in  October  1992)  at 
Aoe  pi..  Ma7iand 

Rational a  --  Accuracy  The  Army  submits  their  BRAC  recommendations  to  OoD,  who 
reviews  and  if  approved,  forwards  to  the  BRAC  Commission. 

•  Page  2,  Paragraph  S,  last  eentenee-*Asare*u»ofthis199l  BRAC  decision, 
the  ARl  plans  to  build  a  new  Advanced  Matarials  Laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground,  Ma7land.  to  cost  $109  milion;  a  new  Microelectronics  laboratory  at  Adeiphi, 
Ma7tand,  to  cost  $169  million;  and  a  new  Fuze  Evaluation  Facility  at  Redstone 
Arsenal.  Alabama,  to  cost  $3.0  miJSon.* 

-  Army  Commant  -  Nonconcur.  Statement  should  be  revised  to  read  as  foltows: 
As  a  result  of  the  1991  BRAC  decision,  the  Army  plans  to  build  a  new  Advanced 
Materials  Research  Faciity  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  MO,  to  cost  $101 2  million 
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($80  o  miifton  tor  Mitt/y  Conaructtorv$2i  2  n'Son  for  equipment)*;  construes  end  ren¬ 
ovate  laboratories,  edentitoVengineers  and  general  office  space.  and  support  tadftias 
a:  Adeiphi  Laboratory  Canter.  MO.  to  coat  $135  4  million  (102.1  million  tor  Military 
Construction/$33.3  million  tor  equipment).* 

Ratlonala  -Accuracy  and  completeness.  The  AAL  Is  not  building  these  tadfties, 
the  Army  is  Furthermore,  the  Fuze  Evaluation  Fealty  to  Redstone  Arsenal,  Alabama, 
is  a  MtCOM  project,  flat  AAL 

•  Peg#  3,  Paregraph  2  •  'The  reaignment  of  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory 
will  invotva  re  locating  approximately  100  ecientilic  and  engineering  employees  from 
the  existing  facility  to  Watertown,  Massachusetts,  to  the  proposed  new  laboratory  at 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland  The  new  advanced  materials  laboratory  plans 
to  employ  a  total  of  22t  persons,  of  which  17S  would  be  ecientisis  and  engineers  * 

••  Army  Commant  -  Nonconcur.  This  should  read.  *  The  realignment  of  the 
Maienais  Directorate  will  involve  relocating  181  personnel  from  Watenown,  MA.  and 
40  pe-sonnel  from  Belvoir  ADEC.  Ft  Betvoir,  VA,  who  have  transfer  of  function  rights  to 
me  proposed  new  laboratory  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  MD.  The  Materials 
Directorate  at  APG  will  employ  221  personnel,  of  which  189  will  be  scientists  and  engi¬ 
neers  * 

Rational*-  Accuracy  and  completeness 

•  Pege  3,  Pertgraph  3,  last  sentence  -  *  Total  implementation  cost  tor  the  Army 
Resea'cn  Laboratory  including  new  laboratory  construction  and  personnel-related 
costs  wefe  estimated  to  be  $415  millon  in  the  Army's  FY 1994  ’Justification  Submitted 
to  Congress  *  March  1993  ’ 

••  Army  Commtnt  -Nonconcur.  The  last  sentence  should  be  deleted  and  re- 
p.acetf  with  the  following  *The  FY95  BRAC  91  Budget  Submit  to  Congress  shows  the 
imp.ementation  costs  for  ARL  to  be  approximately  $370  million.*  Also  remember  that 
the  M.rroeieeironic$  Research  Facilty  has  been  reduced  in  scope  since  the  BRAC 
budge'  SuDmit  and  that  the  total  cost  is  now  estimated  to  be  approximately  $365  mil¬ 
lon 

interne!  Controls  fPp.  51  - 
-  Army  Commanl  -  Nonconcur.  Delete  paragraphs. 

Rational a  -  The  Army  strongly  cfsagrees  with  the  reports  contention  that  internal 
controls  were  not  effective  to  ensure  financial  data  submitted  to  the  1991  Defense 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  was  complete  and  accurate.  This  con¬ 
tention  is  completely  unsubstantiated,  as  the  report  does  ntf  identify  that  any  specific 
interna'  control  weaknesses  existed  Nor  does  H  identify  what  questionable  data  was 
submitted  to  the  Commission.  In  their  May  1991  audit  report  (GAO/NSIAO-91-224)  the 
Genera:  Accounting  Offce  (GAO)c©nduded  that  the  Army's  realignment  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  1991  Commission  were  adequately  supported.  Moreover.  In  another  re- 
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per.  (April  1993  GACVNSlAD-93-150).  trie  GAO  found  that  construction  00 Sts  of  the 
Army  Research  laboratory  had  Increased  only  tfghtly.  Thaw  General  Accounting 
Office  reports  directly  contradict  tho  eondueions  In  the  report  that  the  financial  data 
submit ec  to  the  commission  wasn't  complete  or  accurate,  (see  also  Army  Audit 
Agency  Special  Report.  Sft-92-702  below) 

Audits  end  Other  Btvfewa  fa.S-C 
~  Army  Comment  -  Nonconcur.  Add  the  to  Bowing  reviews: 

•The  Federal  Advisory  Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense 
Research  end  Development  laboratories  •  Report  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense* 
September  1991.  Public  law  101-510  estabishad  the  Federal  Advisory  Commission 
on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Offense  Research  and  Development 
Laboratories  to  study  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  laboratory  system  and  provide 
recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  the  feasibility  and  desirabiity  of  vari¬ 
ous  means  to  improve  the  operation  of  DoD  laboratories.  Among  the  Codings  of  the 
Federa'  Advisory  Commission  were  that  “the  Army’s  proposed  laboratory  con¬ 
solidation  and  realignment  ehould  result  In  a  more  effective  laboratory 
etrueture....The  Commission  supports  this  proposed  consolidation. “ 

*Spe:a'  Report  by  the  U.  S  Army  Audit  Agency  (AAA)  •  Base  Realignment  end 
Ccs.’e  Construction  Requirements.*  SR  92-702.  12  Aug  1992.  At  the  request  of  the 
D'rer.o'  o'  Management,  the  Army  Auditor  General  reviewed  the  BRAC  91  construc¬ 
tion  requirements  to  determine  whether  the  requirements  were  adequately  supported 
Tne  AAA  concluded  mat  the  Major  Commands  and  instaJiaiions  adequately  support¬ 
ed  the  majonty  of  their  construction  requirements  end  that  they  generally  followed  DA 
guidance  lo'  calculating  construction  requirements  *  AdrftionaBy,  they  concluded  that 
**e  observed  that  a«  parties,  from  DA  through  the  installations,  were  concientious  in 
tne  *  endeavo's  to  make  sure  that  the  construction  projects  reflected  essential  facilities 
tc  mee*  the  realigned  missions  ’  Where  ARL  requirements  were  not  supported  by  the 
AAA  tne  ARL  adjusted  the  costs  end  square  footage  on  the  DO  Form  1391  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  the  AAA  recommendations. 

Rtllcnalt  -Completeness.  These  two  studies  are  very  significant  to  the  subject  of 
th*  repo-  supported  the  creaiion  of  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  end  thus  should 
be  noted  and  included 
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Part  M  •  Finding*  and  Recommandatlona 

•  Opening  P*r»graph  (p.l)  -•  The  Army  and  Navy  ara  both  planning  to  build  and 
•quip  new  laboratories  for  advanced  materials  research  and  development. — * 

-  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur.  Th*  Army  strongly  disagree  with  th*  statements 
in  this  paragraph  Delete  paragraph. 

Rational*  This  summation  is  more  appropriately  placed  at  th*  *nd  of  this  section 
and  already  exists. 

Background  foo  8-101 

•  Page  I,  Paragraph  2  •  *ln  1988.  th#  Basa  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC) 
Commission  decided  to  permanently  close  the  Army  Materials  Technology 
Laboratory...* 

«  Army  Commant -  Nonconcur.  D*l*t*.  R*pl*e*  with  *ln  1988.  th*  Bas* 
Realignment  ano  Closure  (BRAC)  Commission  recommended  that  the  Watertown, 
Massachusetts  sne  be  closed  and  the  mission  of  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory 
be  transuded  to  3  separate  sites  After  detailed  study,  the  Army,  with  BRAC  91  ap- 
prova'  decided  to  locate  a  new  advanced  materials  laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving 
Gro^e  Ma*yiand  (Project  No  38227)(Appendix  A).  The  total  estimated  project  cost 
to’  tens  new  iaborato7  is  $101.2  million,  which  includes  $80  0  million  for  a  new  build¬ 
ing  ano  $2*  2  million  tor  new  equipment  * 

Rational!  -Accuracy  and  completeness 

•  Page  9,  Paragraph  3  -  *The  Air  Force  Materials  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory 

has  s  gn.f.cant  undermined  facilities  and  equipment  already  in  place _ * 

••  Army  Command  Nonconcur  The  Army  strongly  disagrees  with  the  statements 
m  mis  paragraph  Delete  or  provide  information  to  substantiate  this  daim. 

Rational*  -The  In-Service  analysis  indicates  that  this  is  not  the  case  as  presented 
in  the  attached  (TAB  A)  summary.  Th*  Air  Fore*  Materials  Laboratory  and  Building 
450  at  WPAFB  have  been  identified  through  Army  and  Air  Fore*  discussions  as  possi¬ 
ble  sites  to  local*  Army  materials  work.  Th#  space  within  th*  Mat*rials  Laboratory 
would  only  encompass  some  Smiled  laboratory  space.  Bldg  450  would  provide  about 
one  third  of  the  necessary  Army  materials  space  requirements  lor  office  and  lab  spact 
and  *ntaii  extensive  renovation  of  a  o'rea  1959  building  currently  us*d  primarily  tor  of¬ 
fice  spac e.  Thus,  attempting  to  move  both  the  Army  and  Navy  materials  laboratories 
to  wpafb  would  stm  email  extensive  facilities  construction  to  house  these  laboratories 
end  their  personnel. 

•  Page  9,  Peregreph  4  •  Tacility  and  equipment  requirements  tor  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  projects  are  determined  by  the  specific  types  of  advanced  materials . " 
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„  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur.  The  Army  Nrongiy  tfsagroe*  wfth  the  saleroom 
mod*  m  the  third  tentenoe.  Delete  and  odd.  These  project*  are  onerned  *  Service 
•pecific  application*  at  demonstrated  by  the  toJtovwng  examples  troro  those  fated  in 
Appendix  E: 

•  Ceramic*  •  Army  only  DoD  component  developing  monolithic  ceramic*  lor 
tiVftght  turtaots  tor  missile*  and  anti-armor  is  penetrator*. 

•  Armor  material*  •  The  Army  perform*  an  of  the  metalSc,  ceramic  l  composite 
armor  materials  RAD  tor  DoD. 

•  Elastomer*  A  Seal*  •  Army  unique  mission  to  formulate,  develop  and  evaluate 
improved  elastomer*  for  trackpad*,  bushings,  and  roadwheels  for  armorad 
ground  combat  vehicles. 

•  Chemical  A  Bo-Protection  Material*  •  Army  is  DoD  ExeaAive  Agent  and  has 
lead  due  to  ground  troop  txposurt  * 

Rational*  ~  The  Army  materials  research  program  is  fully  coordinated  among  the 
Services  through  the  JDl  Reliance  panel  on  Advanced  Materials  The  Army's  effons 
ar*  timed  at  meeting  unique  Army  requirement*  not  otherwise  being  addressed  as 
wen  a*  supporting  the  Navy  and  Air  Force  in  mission  areas  where  the  Army  has 
unique  expertise  TAB  B  provides  an  expanded  version  of  Appendix  E.  further  high- 
Ighimg  the  Army'*  materials  research  programs  in  the  areas  listed 

•  Page  9.  Paragraph  S  •  The  Army  i*  planning  to  relocate  approximately  100  sci¬ 

entist*  end  engineers  from  its  existing  facility  at  Watertown,  Massachusetts,  to 
ADeroeen . * 

••  Army  Commtnt-  Nonconcur  This  should  road  *  The  realignment  of  the 
Ma'e-a  *  D>rocio'ate  will  involve  relocating  181  personn#:  from  Watertown.  MA.  end 
40  pe'some  from  Belvou  RDEC.  Ft.  Belvoir.  VA,  who  have  transfer  of  function  rights  to 
tne  p'socsed  new  laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  MD  The  Mater.ais 
D.rer.o'at*  at  APG  will  employ  221  personnel,  of  wtven  189  will  be  scientists  and  engi¬ 
neer  * 

Rational*  —  Accuracy  and  completeness 

•  Peg*  9-10.  Paragraph  I  •  The  Navy  is  planning  to  transfer  185  laboratory  em¬ 
ployees  from  Annapolis  to  Carderock.  Maryland.  The  types  of  science  and  technology 
projects  conducted  by  the  Army  and  the  Navy  appea'  to  be  very  suitable  for  applica¬ 
tion  m  the  excess  space  available  at  the  Materials  Diroctorate  at  Wright  Laboratory.* 

••  Army  CommenF-  Nonconcur.  The  Army  strongly  dsagroes  with  the  last  state¬ 
ment  of  this  paragraph.  Delete  or  provide  information  from  valid  technical  source  to 
substantiate  this  daim  as  to  the  availabiSty  of  sufficient  officMaboratory  space  to  meet 
the  needs  of  the  Army  and  Navy  in  addftion  to  the  Air  Force. 

Rational*--  The  Tri-Service  analysis  (TA8  A)  cortrwScts  this  unsubstantiated  asser¬ 
tion  The  Air  Force  Materials  Laboratory  and  Building  450  at  WPAFB  have  been  identi¬ 
fied  through  Army  end  Air  Force  discussions  as  possible  sites  to  locate  Army  materials 
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work  The  space  within  the  Materials  tabor*ory  wou«  only  encompass  soma  farted 
laboratory  space  Btig  450  would  provide  about  one  thW  of  lha  necessary  Army  mat#- 
nais  space  requirements  lor  office  and  lab  apaoa  and  antail  extensive  renovation  of  a 
area  1959  building  currantly  usad  primarily  lor  office  apaoa.  Thus,  attempting  to 
mova  both  tha  Army  and  Navy  maiariais  laboratories  lo  WPAFB  would  sti>  antail  axtan- 
aiva  fadiitias  consyuctfon  to  house  thaaa  laboratories  and  thair  panaonnal. 


Prelect  RflUftCa  fPP  1D-11J  . 

•  Papa  10,  Paragraph  2-* _ Concamad  about  percervad  nsxs  assoosted  with 

this  approach,  th#  Daputy  Secretary  of  Dafanaa  appro vad  implamantaijon  of  Projact 
Ralianca  avan  though  estimated  aavings  wart  significantly  higher  with  tha  cantrally 
managed  altamaliva  AccortSngiy.  upon  approval  of  Projact  Ralianca.  a  savings  ba sa¬ 
tin,  of  *1.1  billion  was  aatablishad  tor  tha  Military  Dapartmtnts  lor  tha  FYa  1992 
through  1997  Forward  Yaars  Dafanaa  Plan  • 


..  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur  Tha  Army  racommands  tha  last  two  aantancas 
ba  daiatad  or  revised  to  raad  as  follows.  'Tha  Daputy  Sacratary  of  Dafansa  salactad 
Alternative  1  which  is  rasponsiva  tc  warfighters.  improvas  tachnology  transition 
throughout  tha  Sfa  cycle.  is  fully  rasponsiva  to  ‘naw  wortf  raafity  and  past  criticism,  n- 
tains  SAE  authority  and  accountability  and  provides  tha  DoD  with  tha  most  potential 
savings  * 


Rational *  -  These  statements  are  misleading,  only  discussing  part  of  the  reasoning 
benme  the  selection  ot  Alternative  i  and  in  some  aspects  is  incorrect  One  of  tha 
drawbacks  o'-  Alternative  2  was  indeed  the  high  risk  due  to  the  'abrupt,  irreversible, 
funcamenta1  change  to  the  entire  defense  acquisition  process*  but  the  Defense 
Science  Engineering  end  Test  Agency  (DSETA)  also  was  ^decoupled  from  the 
Se^ce  Acquisition  Executives  who  would  still  be  accountable  tor  programs  but  would 
lose  a.monty  anc  resources'.  Tha  paragraph  does  not  touch  on  tha  positive  aspects 
o'  Alternative  1.  Technically  speaking,  the  DapSecDef  approved  'Alternative  t  *  of 
which  Project  Reliance  is  an  integral  part.  Additionally,  tha  reference  that  tha  savings 
were  ‘significantly  higher  with  the  cantrally  managed  approach*  is  not  correct. . ac¬ 

cording  to  the  bnefmg  presented  to  th#  DapSecDef  on  August  22, 1990,  tha  total  sav¬ 
ings  for  Alternative  1  were  93  4?0  billion  and  tor  ASemativ*  2  ware  *2.938  billion,  thus 
Atemat  ve  1  presented  more  savings  (NOTE:  To  be  correct  the  FYDP  stands  tor-' 
Future  Years  Defense  Plan') 


•  Page  10,  Paragraph  3  •  '.....The  JDL  saems  to  have  usad  the  terms  'collocation* 
and  ‘consolidation*  solely  on  tha  basis  of  funding  sources.  Such  use  appears  to  have 
little  to  do  with  the  physical  collocation  or  consolidation  of  personnel,  facilities  and 
equipment  ’ 

-  Army  Commant-  Nonconcur.  Tha  last  two  sentences  should  ba  altered  and 
expanded  as  follows  *  Tha  Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories  (JDL)  ware  given  program¬ 
matic  oversight  responsibilities  for  tha  Refanca  implementation  process  by  tha  Daputy 
Secretary  of  Defense  These  JDL  responstoilities  <Sd  not  alter  nor  remove  from  the 
Service  Acquisition  Executives  (SAE)  their  fiscal,  command  and  control  and  infrastruc- 
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turt  management  functions  over  their  components  irdvidmi  Science  and  Technology 
eoirftiec.* 

Rm tlo n*i$-  Accuracy  end  completeness. 

•  Pegs  11,  Paragraph  1  •  “Neither  Project  Reliance  nor  the  JDL  has  been  analyz- 
ing  or  justifying  the  ARL  or  NSWC  advanced  materials  laboratories.  The  Director  of 
Defense  Research  and  Engineering  (DDRAE)  has  had  only  Smked  involvement  with 
Project  Reliance.  The  current  JDL  organization  has  resulted  in  “rule  by  committee*  so 
that  when  the  MiJtary  Departments  representatives  cannot  raach  agraamant  on  a  par¬ 
ticular  topic,  there  is  no  mechanism  to  resolve  tSfference*  of  opinion.* 

••  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur.  The  Irst  sentence  should  be  deleted  and  the 
last  two  sentences  should  be  revised  to  read  as  follows:  "The  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Enginearing  (DORA E)  has  been  heavily  involved  with  Project  Reliance 
end  the  JDL  Tab  C  shows  the  representation  of  net  only  DORAE  but  also  that  of  other 
DoD  staff  and  agencies.  The  current  JDL  organization  resolves  disputes  in  two  fo¬ 
rums  the  JDL  Principals  Meetings  and  the  OSD  chaired  Defense  SAT  Worfg'ng  Group 
Bom  groups  have  representation  from  DORAE.  the  Tri-Service  SAT  Executives,  and 
oth#'  DoD  (DNA.  ARPA,  etc }  agencies  as  appropriate  To  dale,  there  have  been  no  in¬ 
stances  o<  problems  which  were  unable  to  be  resolved  by  these  groups.* 

Pjf/ona/e-  Accuracy 

Realignment  and  Closure  Commission 

•  Page  11.  Paragraph  2  -  * . Specifically,  the  approved  realignments  of  the  1991 

BRAC  Commission  related  to  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  and  Naval  Surface 
Wat are  Cente'  would  result  in: 

o  closing  the  HarTy  Diamond  Laboratory  in  Woodbridgt.  Virginia; 
o  moving  the  Materials  Directorate  of  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  from 
Watertow'..  Massachusetts,  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  Maryland; 
o  dosing  the  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center. _ • 

••  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur  Delete  first  and  second  bullet.  List  of  1991 
BRAC:  actions  associated  with  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  should  read  as  follows. 

•  move  the  Army  Research  Institute  MANPRINT  function  from  Alexandria. 
Virginia,  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  (APG).  MD. 

•  move  the  6.1  and  6.2  materials  elements  from  the  Belvoir  Research  and 
Development  Center.  Virginia,  to  the  ARL  Materials  Directonte  at  APG.  MD. 

•  move  the  ARL  Materials  Directorate  from  Watertown,  MA.  to  APG,  Md!  and 
dose  the  Watertown  fadity. 

•  move  the  structures  element  of  the  former  Materials  Technology  Laboratory 
from  Watertown.  MA.  to  the  ARL  Vehicle  Structures  Directorate  at  NASA- 
Langley.  VA 

•  move  the  Electronics  and  Power  Sources  Directorate  (EPSD)  personnel  of  the 
ARL  (formerly  NVEOL  personnel)  and  Sensors,  Signatures,  and  Signal 
Processing  Directorate  personnel  of  the  ARL  (formerly  NVEOL  personnel)  from 

• 
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Fort  Belvoir.  VA.  to  Adelphi,  MD. 

•  move  the  EPSO  from  Fort  Monmouth,  NJ,  to  Adelphi.  MO. 

•  mov*  a  portion  of  th*  ARl  Battlefield  Environment  Director**  from  Whit* 
Sartos  Mssil*  Rang*,  NM,  to  Adelphi,  MO. 

„  •  mov*  th*  Woodbrtog*  R****rch  Facility  p*rionn*t  from  Woodbridg*.  VA.to 

Adelphi,  MO,  and  do**  th*  Woodbrtog*  Fadlty. 

•  mov*  th*  for*  production  mission  (armament  rotated)  from  ARL-Adelphi  to 
ARDEC,  Ptoatinny  Arsenal,  KJ. 

•  mov*  th*  fuz*  production  mission  (missile  related)  from  ARL-Adelphi  to 
MiCOM.  Redstone  Arsenal,  AL 

Rational*-  Accuracy  and  compiler***. 

Differences  In  Policy  fnt»rpr*t*tfOM 

.  Page  12,  Paragraph  1  (continuation  from  previous  peg*}  **BRAC  process 
to  justify  building  and  equipping  new  laboratories  for  advanced  materials  research  that 
wit;  cost  a r  estimated  $160  million.  In  doing  so,  the  Army  and  Navy  have  not  oonsto- 
*r*o,  analyzed  or  justified  these  construction  projects  from  a  DoD  perspective.  As  a 
result,  new  Army  and  Navy  Research  Laboratories  could  be  built  unnecessarily.* 

-  Army  Comment-  Nonconcur  The  Army  strongly  disagrees  with  the  statements 
m  this  paragraph  This  paragraph  should  be  deleted. 

Rational*  Th*  BRAC  process  was  that  which  the  Army  was  mandated  to  us*  for  the 
matenats  laboratory  action  in  eccordanc#  with  the  thresholds  of  10  U.S  C.  2667.  Th* 
BRAC  process  was  established  such  that  the  mi  Wary  services  developed  dosuro  lists 
wnc  aro  reviewed  and  approved  by  the  DoD  before  submission  to  the  independent 
cc*r.~i:ss.e*  established  in  PL  101-610  The  review  process  at  DoD  ensures  that  the 
so-ca  .ec  "DoD  perspective'has  been  applied  (or  the  Services  submissions  prior  to 
consoKCat  on  of  all  th*  S*rvie«s  inputs  into  th*  final  DoD  BRAC  roport  to  th*  commis¬ 
si'.  Th*  responsibility  for  this  review  can  not  be  delegated  to  th*  Services. 

•  Fag*  12,  Paragraph  2,3,4  •  *A  s*cond  policy  interpretation  related  to  th*  need 
for  new  DoD  laboratones  is  best  summarized  by . * 

-  Army  Commant-  Nonconcur.  These  paragraphs  should  be  deleted. 

Ratlonala  The  intent  of  the  two  Congressional  Research  Service  quotes  is  urdear 
and  confusing  There  appears  to  be  no  purpose  for  th*ir  inclusion  as  th*  alluded  to 
pokey  interpretation  is  not  stated  anywhere.  The  first  conclusion  simply  summarizes  e 
typical  management  technique  used  to  streamline  and  reduce  overhead  in  organiza¬ 
tions  Th*  third  paragraph  (second  conclusion)  is  not  really  relevant  to  this  discussion 
because  it  does  not  provid*  a  discussion  of  th*  facts  arid  occurrences  since  the  report 
was  issued  Most  notably  is  the  firtong  from  the  Commission's  report  that  *The  Army's 
proposed  laboratory  consolidation  and  reaSgnmerti  should  resul  in  a  more  ertactive 
laboratory  structure . the  commission  supports  this  proposed  consolidation.* 
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poneluslon  foo 

•  Page  IS,  Paragraph  »4  -  *Beton  beginning  our  auiUheee  projects  had  no< 

bee  analyzed  by  either  the  D0R4E  or  tha  Project  Raianoa  JOL  Tha  combined  esti- 
matad  coal  tor  these  laboratory  laciStie*  exceeds  $160  mfflton.  and  whan  analyzad 
trom  a  DoD  perspective.  nona  ot  thaaa  advanced  malaria*  laboratories  may  be  naad. 
in  addition.  H  thaaa  advanced  matariali  tad  It  as  oouid  ba  oonaofidatad  or  ooftxaiad  in 
vacant  and  underutiSxed  spaca  at  tha  Materia*  Diractonia  ot  Wright  Laboratory,  tha 
effects. . * 

•  Army  Commant-  Nonconcur.  Daiata. 

Rational*  -At  previously  staled.  tha  DORSE  *  oonaultad  and  may  Input  laboratory 
consolidation  issues  during  tha  DoD  review  of  tha  Service's  BRAC  submission*.  Also 
at  stated  previously.  tha  claims  of  vacant  and  underutilized  tpaca  at  tha  Mattriais 
Diractorata  of  WngW  Laboratory  a ra  unsubstantiated.  Tha  raoant  Tri-Servica  analysit 
indicates  that  this  is  not  tha  cast  Furthermore.  tha  Federal  Advisory  Commission  con¬ 
cluded  that  Tha  laboratory  typas  within  aach  Service  art  a  tonctwn  of  that  Service’* 
waapons  systems  acquisition  ttructura  Thara  ia  no  naad  to  forca  tha  Satvica  labora¬ 
tory  systems  into  a  single  modal.*  As  far  as  *beating  a  research  laboratory  ctosa  to  its 
custom*?**.  tha  Armor, 'Anti-Armor  matarials  rasa  arch  accounts  tor  only  16.75%  (S3.0M 
ot  $16  OM  cor*  6  t  and  6  2  funding)  of  tha  Amy's  Malarial*  Program  tor  FY  $4  .  Tha 
rama.ning  customers  for  tha  Amy  Malarial  Laboratory  products  inefuda  tha  Waapons 
Tac*mc-ogy  and  Acvanced  Computational  6  Information  Sciences  Directorates  of  ARl 
locate:  a:  APG  APG  also  offers  tha  availability  of  waapons  and  amor  tast  ranges 
(bo:-  ot  which  support  TACOMJ.  making  it  unnacassary  to  dupRcata  tha  existing 
ranges  at  Watertown,  MA  In  addition,  tha  APG  sita  offers  dose  proximity  to  DoD 
Un.ve*sr,  Research  Initiatives  (URI)  working  relevant  matarials  research  and  technol¬ 
ogy  development  a:  tha  Universrty  of  Delaware.  Johns  Hopkins  University  and  tha 
Un  va-sr y  of  Ma-yiand 

Recommendations  for  Conactlva  Action 

•  Page  1 3  -  14  -  *1  We  recommend  that  tha  Under  Secretary  for  Acquisition  direct  tha 
Defe-se  Science  Board  to  study  the  need  tor  the  new  Army  and  Navy  Advanced 
Ma*e-a  s  Laboratories  from  a  Department  of  Defense  perspective.  This  Defense 
Sc  e-ce  Bsa-d  study  should  explore  reasonable  alternatives  to  new  construction  at 
Aperoee-,  Proving  Ground.  Maryland.  Cardarock.  Maryland,  and  Patuxent  River, 
Mayane  and  advise  the  Secretary  of  Defense  on  whether  continuing  the  projects  as 
currently  approved  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Department  of  Defense.  *  and  *2.  Wa 
recommend  that  the  Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defence  withhold  military  con¬ 
struction  funds  tor  these  projects  until  an  independent  and  objective  analysis  has 
reevatated  tha  need  for  new  Amy  and  Navy  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories.* 

••  Army  Commant -  Nonconcur.  Tha  Army  strongly  disagrees  with  tha 
recommendations  lor  correction  action.  Delate  both  paragraphs  and  ra  place 
with  ‘Based  on  the  input  from  the  Army,  results  of  the  previously  conducted  Federal 
Advisory  Commission,  and  tha  on-going  negotiation*  between  tha  Services  through 
the  JDi  Advanced  Materials  Technical  Panel,  wa  conclude  that  n  *  in  the  bast  intar- 
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•s;s  of  IN  Army  and  DoD  lor  the  conatructiof'  of  the  propose  Army  Matonafs 
Ristaxh  Ferility  tl  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground.  MD.  to  continue  as  par  BRAC  91.  No 
*  comcl'vt  acton  is  naQuirad.* 

Rational* -  Recommend  deleting  both  as  unaubetantiated  end  unnecessary  in  IN 
I  comm  or  tho  Army  argument*  presented  in  this  rebuttal  doormont  Results  or  tho  on- 
J  go<ng  TrvSorvico  negotiation*  on  Materials  it  m  TAB  0. 


H  J..M  W-VJ  ■Ill.TTrM-rmnTFitg.j 


-  Army  Commant  -  Nonconcur.  Figures  on  not  up  to  dot*  Not#  that  the**!'- 
mated  co*t  for  tho  inctollod  equipment  hot  boon  reduced  from  $26,390.00  to 
$21200.000  os  •  nsult  of  Iho  Tri-Service  negotiations  documented  ot  TAB  E. 

Rational*-  Roviows  of  tha  oquipmom  associated  with  this  projed  hav#  resulted  in 
this  no*  revised  ostimato  Thus,  tho  Project  total  chongos  from  $108,689,000  to  $ 
id  .200  000.  a  DECREASE  Of  $7,689,000 


hWMCmrW 


-Army  Commtnb  Nonconcur  Delate 


Rational*-  Based  on  tho  Army  comments  above,  and  tho  conclusions  of  the  Fedora: 
Aov  ssry  Commission,  ii  is  evident  that  these  *potentiai  benefits"  are  in  direct  comra¬ 
de:  t:  wna*.  leading  experts  have  already  concluded 


reman 


-  Army  Commsnh  Nonconcur  Add  unoa'  Dapanmem  of  tna  Army 

•  Armaments  Research.  Davelopmani  and  Engmeanng  Cantar  (ARDEC;. 
Picamny  Arsana:.  NJ 

•  Army  Matene  Systems  Analys.s  Agency  (AMSAA),  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground 
M3 

Rationale  -  Tne  DoD  IG  vtsned  AMSAA  from  19-22  October  1993  and  ARDEC  from 
'  i  Ncve-oe'  1993 


Army  Conmtx s  •  A frVXXC  MX$r*&  fUpori 
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/ 


VtJ W.-KX-C  1  Jloveebar  l») 

k scwumw  ro*  *.  ou-irt,  axstx-d-to 

SOTtCT;  mn  Materials  laboratory  yaoilltla*  (WL/KXO 

n*  luvir  to  John  baohkesky's  guootioe  vbethor  »An 

Xturiili  laboratory  facllltlaa  eon  bo  used  by  tbo  Any  instead  of 
building  •  mv  bull  dine  tt  IK  li  mn  Material*  laboratory 
facilities  aro  currently  itllliri  and  folly  ruffod  to  support  AT 
PtT  MtorlaU  Mods.  Wh/Xl's  toohnology  Area  Mao  £ tool court  1} 
give*  thair  aissicn,  organlaatlos,  poroonael  strength.  Moot, 
ac*lp»».nt  lnrortaont,  ana  office  and  lab  mm,  Although  tot  of 
tbt  staff  aro  on-slta  contractors,  tM  entire  staff  la  focused  on 
AT  ftaedo.  ft*  iirui  Motor  tala  Uboratoty  reeilitiee  havo  no  offieo 
•pact  available  for  Any  porocnaei,  and  although  aa»o  of  thalf  lobe 
eovld  ba  used  for  Any  work,  a  significant  portion  of  tha  Any  lab 
tael  11  tit*  would  havo  to  bo  built  along  with  all  tha  Any  off  lea 
space. 


Our  an*v*r  la  based  os  oosvaraatlona  that  1.  John* or,  oyaalf, 
and  other*  havo  had  yith  Dr.  Tinea  suae  and  hit  otaff  during  tha 
aid  August  to  mid  Ootebar  Dll  tlaofraaa  and  Including  a  phena 
cer.varaatlon  on  1  Movonbox  1**1  bo  two  an  U  Johnson  and  V.  Momo. 
Zt  if  aloe  bated  os  too  ylolte.  At  flrot  *u  sad*  by 
roprttontatlvaa  from  mu ./mb,  An/Adolphl,  and  tho  cox  on  11  August 
l>93.  they  toured  the  phyaleal  plant,  h»  tha  egulpseat,  and 
diseased  budgtt  and  poroonsol.  [teelooure  1]  tha  oooond  via  it  vat 
salt  by  1.  Johnaon  and  oyaalf  on  IS  Saptoahor  !••*.  *a  tour  ad  both 
tho  Materials  laboratory  Facilities  and  hulldlng  4So.  This  Uttar 
building  vaa  suggested  as  a  potslblo  altarnatlvo  alto  for  AXi  by  V. 
ftusso.  zt  vaa  completed  Is  1»5»  and  boused  tho  17  Jtuureb 
laboratory  until  tha  aarly  l*)o's.  St  ha  a  na  noo  <s*r  with  only 
53.C5C  CST  ft*  lab  opaea.  Zt  roughly  oonotltutaa  only  ano  third  of 
tha  tpaec  need  ad  for  tbt  Any 'a  aatarlals  UP  Kogru.  Purthar  It 
taa  boar,  auhseguontly  eenvartad  to  prlsarlly  office  tpaea  with  a  oat 
functioning  lab  opaea  and  ia  eurroatly  rally  oeeupled  with  AT 
paraonntl.  building  esc  ia  not  o  ouitabla  altarnatlvo.  Tha  only 
conclusion  wo  can  draw  rrea  eur  eonvartatlena  and  visit*  la  that 
dear  not  hsva  rultabla  faelltlaa  to  house  tho  Amy's 
caterials  *45  pregran. 


tie: 

i  •/* 


£>.o£U^uJL. 

Dennis  J.  VtaohMcJcl 

Chief,  earaale*  (  Motols  Division 
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u. 

AMSRL-MA-CA  (690c)  JHWfw 

MS^OMKPUM  THRU  CbJJ.gBtA) 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  Straecr.  UtS&kli  Dtxxam 

m 

jnraiBCT.  T^JUponftrrt«IteAk^«WdiMUmitaB.>telili 
Wreeowa,  Daytot,  OB,  It  AiguS  1993.  T*vil  Orttt  OMBO,  dated  04  Anpif 
1993. 

i.  ryR?oaorvBir.  Mfra  b  *0*  **» 

tee>iflia;tfe*aip6anitemls*»po*<hk  Alrfcrtel*3Rj»R«^DoD  ‘jvrpk 

Itbaauzy.  jtiytal  jOrt,  oqulpaart,  bad**  *  pmonaaL 

i  smQrsn.Q?  ss^fTULPffQBMATiQW; 

A.  Key  AttofflpSibfficoiK  AasJect  La  Bttzard,  COB-Mtiren;  h® 

Qark  aod  Tea  Bowe,  AXL-ALC.  All  Pen*  partdpartc  fehe  WlffiWMon,  Chlaf, 
Tteirix'  Ojoiicw;  Them*  Cwpr,  CMof.  fjrswa  tapjoti  Dhr.;  Wffliatn 
Woodj.  Odef,  B-WMafi*  A  9nrv.  Dtv.;  tW Mwiai,  Maall  A  CsrunSe*  Di>. 

Brief  o*erritw  of  AJ.  Maadab  Ptrertaaie,  mffifit.  todfet.  rnoreh  riiaaai 
viaofl  (n  AtadttnenO  fbSswad  by  tosn  tf  t»  bbootoriaa. 

BOTTOM  UNE:  I)  Wrt*fc  Lab*-tte*feb  Knew**  if  Ht  abla  to  phyrisaHy 

pcno\*tr4woch&  tniaiix  *Uii  cvembatoy.  Offio*  ipn 
b  at  pretiun  («v»  with  >40  nea«d*C  and  &afr  b  no  tvnfiahb  lab  tpa*.  B 
mom  uaDeiy  ttftbnli  voiip  face  it  Wd&  Lab*  id  ^grada  to 
axoraeedi*  ow  ftMdav'mbs*.  3}  Cpttoa  to  aEriaia  iC  tcoiaeoa  to  Bale 
non  tor  pence!  tor  Any  evince  would  <Mt  Atiiflani  ofpatwn.  Tim 
would  be  kfitSaJ  pnbltaa  and  avo*  eoe  bsemam  to  ecedaoe  the  AJ.  idea* 
wra  COCO  type  belli  tier  J)  Ai  tv  u  <  Do©  purple  Mar'll  tab,  t  dco*!  6iu  At 
A -F.  wouX  want  to  kac  luticrity/jeiponBbJIiQ'  »*»  tbdx  mbfot  technology. 

Tt«y  »lie  lee  the  devtlepmeni  of  saw  euaemc  rtUtfooshipt  wtth  #oe*AT.  effort* 
u  •‘(niflan*. 

TV  MJttriib  Dinetontt  Ml  eutHant  toaH'tjt*  wi  squipaaeL  Tt*  bulk 
of  tbar  effwj  vt  is  wdat.  fhwwiadan  a ad  tocde&Ai  of  material*.  oot 
procetrinc  (ecneised  out).  EaSmalo  bead  oo  tow  an  bay  perform  mote 
prooeuint  fur.  ARL*MD  io  SMOlt,  AnSv  (Art  a  peiyoan,  limilar  or  lowar 
effort  in  comic*  and  1/3  6*  effort  la  eonpoaba.  TCa  b  a  tenth  actirnatien. 

B-  Raquirad  Action*:  1.)  Lot  B Hoard  wffl  bo  is  tooth  with  Wright - ►  *'■**+«. 

Fanoroo  d>£  arp’ncen  about  potdbBor  of  other  available  (pace  ae  pes.  2)  Had  £,<*. 
out  juct  whit  art  the  IC  ncorunandtsiOBi.  Tbce  doeen’t  oars  to  be  any  tepto 
behind  eoioeajon  at  Writhi  Lab*. 
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a&lM-M'C  (S«0) 


i 

,  t»  U|  ») 


wucijtoccs  rot  cuti.  WlitMy  Htrftee*  Mwerwat  *x* sen, 

ATT* i  Mr.  to*  ■) 

•ufcjfct;  any  XMi4rcx  tob«aUJr,j.  Jfaartaa#  Fr»rt*J  Orwafl,  * 


1.  Laf  truss 
joiipfe  *aaltr. 


mtiMUt 

aroTpe. 


•  til  M 


Mr.  to  mj, 

13.  UP. 


CSOi  a-IC  as*  Mr. 


t.  Suritf  tefutuid  {MUtl.  Mf  .to;  TKuwtP* 

tkt  Cot.  ssgl&Monaa  Pease*  tcttod  t  Httlsf  It  Mrtgat  r*tttr»gc 

pir  fora*  lit*.  Cfclo,  16  toe  U •  H5 

B»etU|  *»«  rrprooenUtivof  tram  tU  UirUll 

at  iHw'  litttrtac  an.  ckio.  tor  tourtt  Ubt  at  totarunm, 

itLSMeUdemi,  a*S  Maifhl,  Muyiav. 

).  ft*  fvrpoM  of  tM.  MtOat  to*  t*  diaww  tpac*  ajallUlllt/ 
nd  cot:  aaioeiatai  *lts  tfc*  propo***  rtJc^aatloaortto  lay 
Msuxot  raPoratory  tt»> .  toUrlalt  Mraotcrata.  Mattreo to,  >A. 

«t*i  cm  erase?  thi  AJQ.  -tot  u  »-K  4«il»  wtraet  (161 
cc*^;  >t*j  to  eocitr\ict  as  pic,  600, 009  lbttrli.1  taaearch  Ui  at 
AbesOru*.  frorlx*  Omni.  **• 

4.  Mttr  a  tola/  lotropuetloa  Merles  Mjwrt  UMa  oo  u 
isformticaai  tour  ot  tto  »ti.#9«  *F  eo?2e  wJ  a»Jp«  a  «vxlad  at 
Ut  toiaian  Hd  toualss  «•  c*a  aeUatine 

i.  3uc  ca  th*  vituti  ut^etix  at  tbe  taeUity  tad  vsrfcal 
esr.uet  rich  U«  puisost;,  t  faalim  tut  tt»  ««»«  apaae 
a^uafce  &  i£J*rt»Az  iiitiUd  to  tta  licit  aafl  it  tfaitw: 
rtMini  '.to  rtxn  to  tom  Z  (mi  ttu  tAlt  *nl«  only  far*  a 
(ncuiu  tilrec  m  tb»  sliiici  etf  teO  Ufa*. 


«.  Hr.  Jots  oiUlsatse,  aaaarUlt  ttneterat*  at  Mrljfav  Pat tartoa 
u-  c*:i»a  xr  mi  lliituii  Ccoj-ti-C  ea  u  tog  »>  as*  ieteeaod 
Hr  usutrt  etc:  U«  >o«:  Coat  bav*  a  feilldiaf  ISldj  USC)  with 
1C5, :::  sr  wsie>.  eouio  &*  movatoa  to  iteanviu  a  t-ortler  t t 
MC  I  n?u;ic«3!4.  Zcww.  Mt  nptoi  a  eyas*  or  tie, 609  ar  to 
t::x;:i:h  tkair  Billies.  TMt  wmW  aaas  tilt  a  115,666  at 
astctlea  we-:li  feav*  to  Pa  aZfixei  (or  as secatf)  to  tfaa  praeast 
Utility. 
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O0US-J5-C  DO)  ,  .  „ 

WUUtTTi  Axzy  Xeeaarei  Latorategy,  Xbtnla*  0 round,  10 


t.  Coat  tor  th«  iMletiu  nl  ilcintiosi  to  lulUlM  MSO  cuoet 
t*  daterad&ad  at  ttii  tiaa  without  a  vtfual  Uajweefom.  JUao.  a 
iwotr  ei  U*  AU  ittif  (toil  to  prtMSt  t«  Mist  ova  toe 
rrwjviticca  oouid  to  MMU117  ta  toiaj  tto  toUdlap  19  to  ttaU 
**aiifi«ti«a.  To  laito  tun  coetoia*,  a  fwlllty  *wiaa*r  or 
a^utvalcct  abo-— i  to  part  at  tto  Xn»paetiaB  tto 

I.  tout  of  cwuee  ter  Oil  cttlea  ta  Nr-  to*  lUuirf,  rfJM. 


yt  im  h*w 

0Rn  man.  ».». 

asJat.  Coat  toj  inuring  Brtaoh 
tajlaadriof  Wnaico 
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ARMY  LEAD/UNIQUE  MATERIALS  PROGRAMS 


I  STRUCTURAL  MATERIALS 

I I  Metals  (2AST) 


1  2  Non-MetiUic  (2AST) 


Stress  corrosion  ft  ballistic  test *  on  Aeromet  100 
far  Comanche  structure!  components-  Roiling 
contract  fatigue  studies  of  emerging  gnu  4 
bearing  steels  ft  co*  ting?  for  Comanche.  AHJ 
•Hoys  k  low  coet  titanium  evaluation  for  ground 
rehide  structures.  The  low  frequency,  high 
amplitude  vibration  fatigue  inducing  environ¬ 
mental  unique  to  helicopter,  Le.  Army,  systems 

Processing  Low  cost  fabrication  of  IS  It  TP  thick 
composites  for  ground  vehicles  (CAV).  High 
modulus  oxynitride  glass  fibers  for  ground 
vehicles.  Hybrid  composites  for  artillery  pro- 
fertile*  and  rocket  motor  cases;  automated /A1  test 
methodology  for  environmental  durability 
assessment  of  polymers /composites  k  coatings, 
Smart  Weave  (embedded  sensors)  to  monitor/ 
control  RTM  processing  of  thick  composites  for 
prototype  hatch  cover  k  Comanche  keel  beam 


:  HICK  TEMPERATURE  MATERIALS 

2  !  Metals  k  Irtennetalbc 
OAST) 


::  Ceramics  (2A.VF; 


High  temperature  aeep  ft  strength  property 
evaluation  of  TiAl,  TTAJ-Mb  ft  o-alloy  induding 
heat  treatment  microstructure  relationships 
CHIP  P/M  fabrication  ofo'tanium  alloy  for  gas 
turbine  helicopters  with  restricted  cooling 
ca parities  (compared  to  A F). 

Development  of  monolithic  and  self-toughening 
silicon  nitride  for  turboshaft  ft  diesel  engines; 
monolithic  and  functionally  gradient  thermal 
barrier  coatings;  erosion  resistant  composite  ft 
monolithic  ceramics  for  fins/flight  surfaces  for 
missQes  ft  KE  penetrators;  evaluation  of  silicon 
nitride  for  ceramic  ft  hybrid  bearings;  moderate 
to  high  temperature  fiber  development  and 
preceramic  polymers  for  matrix  materials  ft 
joining.  Only  DoD  component  developing 
monolithic  ceramics. 
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13  Carbon-Carbon  (2SF) 

3  ARMOR  *  ANTI-ARMOR 
3  1  Armor  (3A) 


3 :  Anti-  Armor  Materials 
OAN) 


3?  Dynamics  (2AN'! 


NA 


Armor  materials  encompasses  aD  eUstes  of 

materials  required  far 
equipment  protection  In  military  systems 
Shading  oombat  vehicles.  aircraft,  space 
rtKdet!  topside  k  hull  protection  far  ships, 
tactical  shelters  and  personnel  armor.  The 
Army  performs  all  of  the  metallic,  cmnuc  k 
composite  armor  materials  RfcD  far  DoD. 

The  Army  anti-armor  materials  program 
addresses  materials  RfaD  of  high  density  alloys 
for  ldnetic  energy  penetrator  cores,  lightweight 
materials  for  sabots,  refractory  metal  warhead 
liners,  and  materials  technology  for  advanced 
*uns.  The  Anti-Armor  Materials  R&D  Program 
is  largely  performed  by  the  Army  but  is  Reliance 
Cat.  2AN  due  to  Navy  effort  in  warhead 
materials. 

Materials  Dynamics  encompasses  R/tD  directed 
at  measuring  k  modeling,  for  use  in  computer 
codes,  the  dynamic  response,  damage  develop¬ 
ment  k  propagation  and  failure  mechanisms  of 
all  classes  of  advanced  materials  under  extreme 
conditions  created  by  current  and  advanced 
threats  to  military  systems 


4  ELECTROMAGNETIC  PROTECTION  MATERIALS 


4  ’.  Ground-Based  EM  Protection 
Materials  (2ANF) 

4  2  Space-Based  Hardened 
Materials  (4F) 


Development  of  laser  eyesystems  for  Army 
ground  combat  personnel. 

NA 


S  ELECTRONIC,  MAGNETIC  k  OPTICAL  MATERIALS 


5 '  Semiconductor  Materials 
(2ANF) 


NA 
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57  Non-linear  Optics  Matenals 
OF) 

5.3  Superconductor  Materials 

asD 

Si  Electromagnetic  Transparent 
Materials  CANF) 


5  5  Magnetic,  Piezoelectric  k 
Magnet o-$cri ctjve  Matls 

(3N) 

5  c  Eiectrc-Ceramk  Materials 
(3A) 


6  SPECIAL  FVNCnON-  MATERIALS 

t>  :  F..*c  Retardar.t  Materials 
13N) 


NA 


NA 


ER  and  radar  transparent  window  materials  to 
advanced  Army  air  defence  missfle  applications 
The  weight  and  robustness  requirements  of 
shoulder-laundwd  Army  systems,  which  need 
dust-  and  rain-erosion  protection,  require  tighter, 
tougher  materials. 


NA 


Development  of  tunable,  high-dielectric  constant 
ceramic  materials  for  Army  phased-array  radar  to 
enhance  deployment  through  lightweight 
systems 


NA 


e:  Pi.-?  Coatings  4  Cleaning  Develop  4  evaluate  low  VOC,  high-temperature. 

Materials  (2A\7<  heat  resistant  paint  and  chemical  agent  resistant 

coatings  (CARO  lot  Army  tactical  ground  k  air 
vehides  and  facilities 

t  ?  F.-uit  4  Lubricants  (2ANF)  Improved  non-flammable  hydraulic  fluid; 

improved  engine  coolant  transmission  fluid,  k 
silicone  brake  fluid;  fluid  reclamation,  solid  film 
lubricant  for  troop  automatic  weapons;  greases 
to  aircraft  k  ground  equipment 

Formulate,  development  and  evaluate  improved 
elastomers  for  trackpads,  bushings,  and  road- 
wheels  for  armored  combat  vehicles  (Army 
unique). 


6  4  Elastomers  k  Seals  (2ANF) 
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,  5  Chemical  k  Bio-Protection 

Materials  (3A) 

Modal  CW  permeation  through  polymers  k 
elastomers,  develop  advanced  CAKC  paints  for 
ammunition,  aircraft  and  ground  vehicles; 
processing  of  chemical  resistant  polyurethane 
elastomers.  Army  lead  in  this  area  due  to 
greater  of  ground  troop  ©cposure. 

6  6  Thermal  Management  (ZNF) 

NA 

7  BIO-MOLECULAR  MATERIALS 

It  PROCESSES 

Army  experience  in  biotechnology,  developed 
through  extensive  work  in  food,  textiles  and 

CBW  and  use  k  exploitation  of  biologic  processes 
has  resulted  in  unique  expertise. 

7  1  High  Temperature  Materials 
(2ANT) 

Develop  biomimetie  processes  for  producing 
ceramic  powders  and  tapes. 

7  2  Armor  k  Anti -Armor  (2ANF) 

Characterize  k  learn  to  fabricate  proteins  leading 
to  silk-like  fibers  for  composites  k  textiles 

7  J  Eiecroragnenc  Shielding  (2ANF) 

Develop  biocatalytic  approach  to  synthesis  of 
conjugated  polymers  for  electrical  It  optical 
applications 

Ti  Eie— Magnetic  k 

Opz:L  Ma:  Is  <2ANF> 

Develop  biomaterials  for  signature  reduction; 
develop  biomimetic  route  to  ceramics  for 
phased  array  antennas  It  phase  shifters 

7  ?  Speaai  Function  Materials 
((2ANF) 

Characterize,  done  It  produce  membrane 
receptors  for  incorporation  into  biosensors  It 

Navy  applications  Develop  new  elastomers  k 
membranes,  enzymes  for  reactive  materials  and 
finishes  (decontamination). 

7  6  Materials  Processing, 

Manufacturing  (2ANF) 

Mimic  biologic  processes  to  produce  ceramics  It 
polymen  in  an  environmentally  benign  manner; 
develop  micro-organisms  or  their  products  for 
environmental  remediation  applications; 
benefidate  k  optimize  products  from  renewable 
resources  (e  g.  toughened  wood). 

7  7  New  Materia]  Concepts 
(2ANF) 

NA 
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MATERIALS  PROCESSING /MANUFACTURING  RESEARCH 


]  Process  Modeling  4  Control 
GANT) 


2  Forming  k  Net  Shape 

Processing  (2ANT) 

3  Joining  (2ANT) 


Development  of  intelligent  expert  systems  for 
automated  testing  methodologies  for  environ¬ 
mental  durability  It  life  cyde  assessment  of 
ground  and  telicopter  materials  due  to  unique 
Army  field  environment. 


Army  has  major  Center  of  Excellence  in  Adhesive 
Science;  development  of  adhesive  interphase 
structure  &  bonding  methods  for  OMCs  4 
MMCs  for  lightweight  combat  materiel  proto* 
types  Develop  welding  of  higher  hardness  steels 
and  aluminum  alloys  for  armor. 


NONOErTEUCnVE  INSPECTION/  EVALUATION  (NDJ/E)  TECHNOLOGY 


Advanced  Materials  k 
Process  Deve-’o pmer.: 
NOE  LAVF 


•  :  Mar  -ir-r.r.c  NDi  'E  (IANF) 


9  3  In-Service  Performance  (2ANF) 


Development  of  field  portable  ultrasonic  system 
for  thick  section  composites  to  measure 
ballutic  damage  k  degradation  of  structural 
integrity,  develop  sensory  grid  to  control  the 
resin  fiow/wet  out  during  RTM  of  thick 
composites  (for  CAV  k  Comanche) 

Application  of  neural  networks  4  image  analysis 
to  automated  inspection  of  munition  hues, 
develop  laser  based  non-contact  electrical  test  for 
1C*  4  printed  circuit  boards 

Develop  intelligent  neural  networks  for  testing 
applications  eg  shock  absorber,  investigate 
embedded  sensors  to  measure  4  evaluate  the 
presence  and  extent  of  damage  in  composite 
materials  for  unique  Army  field  environment 


materials  transition  technology  demonstration 


1C  1  Advanced  Marls  4  M/g 

Technology  (ADT/ATTD5) 
(2ANF) 


Material  intensive  AATDs  are  the  Composite 
Armor  Vehide  (CAV)  4  the  Soldier  Integrated 
Protective  Ensemble  (5IPE).  The  CAV  indudes 
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material  demonstration.  design  integration 
manufacturing  technology  far  advanced 
ground  combat  vehicles.  SITE  includes 
advanced  concepts  in  materials  for  ballistic 
k  lass  eye  protection  for  ground  troops.  BMDO 
demonstrations  indude  advanced  lightweight  k 
highly  damped  structural  materials  applications, 
advanced  optical  materials  for  baffles  k  guidance 
windows,  and  advanced  net-shape  low-cost 
manufacturing  technology  for  low  production 
run  components 


I!  SIGNATURE  CONTROL  MATERIALS 

13  1  Radar  Materials  CANT)  Classified  Program* 

11  2  Optical  Materials  CANT) 

11  3  Smoke  Obscurants  (2ANT) 

11  4  NDE  Inspection  (2ANF) 
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OSD  *nd  Defense  Agency  Portidptats  to  Joint  Director 
1  of  Pine!  Activities 


;K5=jflgejflii)Bc55£:; 


5S:i5tD-^ 


fsasctdwir^fis: 


OUkMSUUCM  IMXmi 

B\D0  DC  HJ1V71M 


Fruluci,  Mkiul  J.  Dr.  (Defeat  N»dttr  Apocx 

;ATO:SKF 

PKjcipiJ  Mrot*/  JiJOl  Tekfnpfc  Bud 

AVnWrU-VA  ttJlWJJft 


PtftL  Jorrr  J  ODDBAE 


AXPA 


Sfx.tr  id.  Join  Dr  JBMDO 


VCr.niCtnJd  J.UCtl 

tmcpC  Vicbtr 

Drfcut  K«cWar  Afc*c 

ATZttSm 

!O01  Ttfc tnpb  Bud  1 

’AkuWrU*  VA  HJJft-JJtt  ] 

Tka.Pi*UCW 

SMPOX^mautht 

BMDODTZ  I 

XU  frmttgm  1 

WuAh*uDCJAJlQ*7W  1 

1 

ca®e 


Kdk'.Xttefll.MAJ  BtfwMarAfHQ 
:ATTfc  tJCO 

rtiatlnIXtmbtt  |OOt  Mpft  ts*  • 

jUenWrb.  VA  JtJIMJf* 


Mmix,  Qirta  LTC 
1MD0 


C«M;(W)OVns 
B$H:  223-sdb 

tmua 

FAX:  lOd 
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ADVANCED  materials  trlservce  negotiations 


The  mission  of  the  ARL  Materials  Directorate  is  becoming  mors  focused  on  unique 
Army  requirements.  with  other  mission  ir»u  being  eliminated  or  transferred  to 
snofht'  service  under  ReEance  (sss  Tsbl#  1  bstow).  Eqipment  requirements  art 
continuously  being  reviewed  such  (Ml  only  that  equipment  necessary  to  mast  the 
fut  jft  mission  needs  is  either  moved  to  APG  or  procured.  Wfial  agree  merits  already 
have  been  readied  with  tbs  Navy  to  increase  our  rtlanee  on  each  other  tor  certain 
equipment  needs  (see  Table  2  below).  We  continue  to  pursue  with  the  Navy  and  the 
Air  Force  other  missions  and  equipment  that  can  be  jointly  shared  under  Reliance. 

The  Army  end  Navy  recently  completed  t  study  of  the  proposed  ARL  Materials  Facility 
at  apg  and  the  Navy's  proposed  Materials  Facility  m  Cantarock.  The  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  Navy  Facilities  Engineers  evaluated  in  detail  the  ARL-MD  APG  building 
des.g-  and  cost  estimates  k  was  found  that  the  cost  Aflerentials  and  space  allotments 
are  an  rational  and  within  expected  ranges  k  was  also  noted  that  the  missions  of  the 
twe  taiirt.es  are  completely  Afferent,  with  the  ARL  Materials  mission  being  a  tech  base 
e«on  and  the  NSWC  Cardarock  mission  being  appfed  and  engineering  in  nature.  At 
me  request  of  the  Tn- Service  SAT  executives.  Dr  BJatstein,  NSWC  Technical  Oireaor, 
anc  Dr  Lyons.  ARi  Director,  confirmed  that  the  Carderock'APG  study  was  accurate 
anc  complete 
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TABLE  1 

CHANGES  IN  ARMY  MATERIALS  MISSIOM/FACILfTIES 


P©t/TT*r  UatBOAJS  - 

PotymapCompotta*  Procatt*^  - - - - 

rr*A***Urt  U« 1*oi*  Rataa/Cft . . ... 

Cn^s  Uatanais  - 

Uaianai*  Pn*#tt*p - - - 

Maiutc  uaianaJs  FWsaarcfi - 

Ubu*  Procasaing  . . . — . 

High  Load  Tharm*'  Uic*w\ica/  UattJ  Forming.. 

DU  Ptocf  tt^g  Facfiiy  — - - 

DactmpJaJng  Facjfcy . . . . . 

Baryfcum  UPontofy  . - . .. . .... 

Waicfcng  Rasaartn  — . 

Machina  Shop . . . . 

Machines  Rasaarcn  . 

Siivcuras  /L-alys^iCing . 

Structural  NDE  Rtsaarch  ... . 

MerMncai  Propones  . 

M^h  Load  Ma ctonci  Taping  . 

intimatoni'  CMrpy  CalfcraJon  Program  . , 

Dyr.arn*  Prcpa^as  RtSMC?  . 

Ballistic  T#r  Rang**  . 

Datones  FaciHy  . 

E*»  ^onmanta  Durao*iry 

Ho’  Co^ose-  Ttst.n;  . 

Corpse"  Cam*'  <F  E*caHance  .  . 

Ca ..ue  Praaoe-  . 

KZi  Sc^oc  . 

S *-4C€  ^CaSS  %  Ana'yS’S 
M^^r-jr.^'e  Ar.a  *s;s 
Cv-ca  Ar.a  »si 


APG 

APC 

AaUrct  TranaJar  to  NSWC  I  NRL  m  19W 

APG 

AW 

APG 

APG 

Rafetta  Tear**  to  AF  *1996 

BftAC  bit  *  mi 

BAACtott*l99l 

BRAC  btt  *  1991 

Aaianc*  TranMa<  10  NSViC  in  1996 

BRAC  btt  (rMy  on  AAL/APG) 

APG 

BRAG  Tnnpr  id  VSO/ARl  in  1993 
BAAC  Trancfar  to  VSIVARL  *  1993 
APG 

Aaianca  Tran^ar  to  NSWC  b  1 99$ 
Rafanot  TranPar  to  MST 
APG 

BRAC  btt(ra*onARL/APG) 

BAAC  btt  (nty  on  APG) 

APG 

Rakanoa  Trvrfrtt  NSWC  r  1996 

Ptuaa-ogl 

APG 

Phast-Out 

APG 

APG 

APG 
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TABLE  2 

REDUCED 

EQUIPMENT  PROCUREMENT 

MBABL 

DOO/RELJAN-'F 

Ffvftmsurt  Manat  fttuvcn 

C O'* 

$1S0K 

Navy 

Orft**  *dai  HQ 

$  2SK 

Nwy 

Tharmi'  Duapno <tt  $j*am 

I1S0K 

Navy 

S^ctkt  Cn*rro#ft 

S  IOK 

Navy 

$**  fcnlor  Apc^rajf 

$  1SK 

H*y 

Fiarr*  Tar  oiarrfcr 

1  15K 

N»vy 

HQh  Tamparatjri  Orygan  IrxJa*  Syisam 

*W0K/N»vy 

Hgr  Load  Tht^ma  Mactancaf  Forming 

inairumaTltS  SvC  Tor.  Pratt 

ISOOK 

ArRyw 

InsJ^manac  1Z  ncr  Polling  WJ: 

$400K.'MO-AR. 

WtC  *<r  Peiii  0T 

Use*  Vr«r  Syr#-* 

UOOK 

Navy 

Dd^sc*  ‘lyooge*  Anaf>2t# 

t  XX 

Navy 

Hg*  w*;%a^ca  "ar  co*ipm#rn 

MOOK/NSWC 

IOC;  *«c  Savc-Hyra-*  T#r  Fr*-* 

Fra#  S;a-tf.ng  Si^s./a  *xuaior* 

Mg*  S>ffrC  Ac£*a*3' 

Ho*  Zo-rsc*  "§5*% 

Dy-4-w  -1C*  Zo^ZiCm  ng 

S  60K 

Navy 

Bi  r*>  "as  na-g-i 

$€00K.WT^*R_ 

TOTAL  SAVINGS 

S1.205K 

S1.700K 
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A  Ann,  Rastir^  U&C'tfSOr 
MiMiry  Con5UuC1*oo  RrojtCl 

Pf^a  »•  *i«o* 

^  4^rt 


Propoaad  Vn 

P*'U*='  r4C)UTv 
labo'tto'y 
lafco'iio'y  Off*** 

Aamin*trativ#  Offtcai 
$C»u.  OM  A'«i 
LUchmeai^actnca'  Spao* 

HA2UAT  *  SlOfa?* 

KAZUAT  Wut*  Si  o' *9*  Facility 
OS  1  Iwa.'-a.or 

»«0.**m  Wa*itw*ia*  Tfaatm#*:  FaciMy 
g„:.o  ''g  Info^at.©^  $f*iam* 

SJP*0*T*G  FAClLfTCS 
E*c!'-c  $a*vc* 
vs II#*  Saw**  a1*  Gas 
Pa.-;  tt**s  C*-w  a-<  G-na-i 
Si:-  D  *  *ljf 

$:•  lr-.D-»a-n*-*.i 
:*  Sfin-i 

T?a**c  Co-vo  a*c  l*;-* 
es~»**~:  :x*rA*r  cos* 

ccK*n*<^sc>  PE»:c>r  *oc*- 
SJ=*£S,.5*DN  iNSPiCTONaOVEPHLATiSOOS, 

tc*<  Rc^uer 

T0T*w  RcOUtS'  [ROUfOtO 


iQuari  M 


Propoaad  Coal 


$$?  16? 

in, i*2 

(43.49), 

40.17$ 

<4,923i 

4.77$ 

(401; 

1,100 

(1.092) 

$7,224 

(14.799; 

*.$07 

(942) 

1.410 

(207) 

<99. 

2.000 

(425. 

(99?) 

S.H3 

149.000 

(••* ) 

13.3*0 

($10) 

S.49C 

(930. 

IS 

(999; 

L5 

(i  .903 

IS 

(99; 

(45; 

72  326 

0  05 

3  €•€ 

75,942 

0  06 

4  55' 

9C  499 

EGJPMcS~BCA  5C 


PfCJEr  TOT  A. 


$i02 


fcuA  aos*  **•**■ 

*  »-J»Wr  S««CN*  S 
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The  Department  of  the  Army  strongly  disagreed  with  the  statements  made  in 
the  Executive  Summary.  The  Army  stated  that  the  Army  Research  Laboratory 
(ARL)  was  officially  formed  in  October  1992  after  years  of  study  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  and  the  Department  of  the  Army's  (DA)  research 
and  development  community  by  both  internal  and  external  groups.  The  most 
recent  studies,  LAB  21,  the  1991  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission, 
and  the  Federal  Advisory  Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of 
Defense  Research  and  Development  Laboratories,  each  specifically  endorsed  the 
concept  of  a  consolidated,  multi-disciplinary,  "world  class"  Army  Research 
Laboratory. 

The  ARL  is  the  corporate  laboratory  for  the  Army,  providing  a  research 
capability  to  enable  the  Army  to  meet  the  warfighting  challenges  of  the  future 
battlefield.  Such  a  corporate  laboratory  must  have  a  strong  in-house  research 
capability  with  a  critical  mass  of  work  in  key  technology  areas.  Electronics  and 
materials  are  fundamental  technologies  and  constitute  core  competencies  for  the 
laboratory.  State-of-the-art  research  facilities  and  equipment  must  be  made 
available  to  attract  and  retain  a  highly  competent  and  dedicated  workforce.  The 
Army  is  committed  to  the  planned  investment  in  ARL. 

Audit  Response.  While  Army  strongly  disagrees  with  the  statements  made  in 
the  Executive  Summary,  the  Army  never  specifically  states  what  it  is  the  Army 
disagrees  with.  The  Army  does,  however,  state  that  "the  Army  Research 
Laboratory  (ARL)  was  officially  formed  in  October  1992  after  years  of  study  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  and  the  Department  of  the  Army's  (DA) 
research  and  development  community  by  both  internal  and  external  groups.  The 
most  recent  studies  (include),  LAB  21,  the  1991  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission,  and  the  Federal  Advisory  Commission  on  Consolidation  and 
Conversion  of  Defense  Research  and  Development  Laboratories." 

On  October  7,  1993,  representatives  of  the  IG,  DoD,  met  with  the  Deputy 
Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research)  and  the  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Research  and  Technology  to  discuss  questions  that 
had  arisen  during  the  audit.  In  advance  of  this  meeting,  we  provided  a  detailed 
list  of  written  questions  to  be  discussed.  In  a  written  response  to  these  questions 
provided  during  the  meeting,  the  Army  specifically  wrote  that,  "The  draft  LAB 
21  report  is  the  'only'  study  that  is  the  foundation  for  the  establishment  of  the 
'flagship'  Army  Research  Laboratory."  The  Army  further  wrote  that  the  LAB 
21  "report  itself  was  not  finalized,  however,  the  main  concept  of  establishing  a 
corporate  flagship  research  laboratory  carried  on  up  to  and  including  inclusion 
in  BRAC  91." 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurred  with  the  following  statement  on 
page  2,  paragraph  4,  sentence  1  of  the  draft  report.  "Because  of  the  condition 
of  its  facilities  and  infrastructure,  the  1988  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
(BRAC)  Commission  recommended  that  the  Army  Materials  Technology 
Laboratory  in  Watertown,  Massachusetts,  be  permanently  closed."  The  Army 
also  nonconcurred  with  the  statement  on  page  2,  paragraph  4,  sentence  2  that 
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states;  "A  major  consideration  for  this  conclusion  was  the  need  for  major 
renovation  or  replacement  of  laboratory  facilities.”  Additionally,  the  Army 
nonconcured  with  the  following  statement  on  page  2,  paragraph  4,  sentence  3, 
which  states;  "To  avoid  the  cost  of  construction,  the  1988  BRAC  Commission 
recommended  relocating  the  laboratory. " 

Audit  Response.  On  page  60  of  the  "Base  Realignments  And  Closures,  Report 
of  the  Defense  Secretary's  Commission,"  December  1988,  the  1988  BRAC 
Commission  stated  the  following  regarding  the  Army  Material  Technology 
Laboratory  (AMTL),  Massachusetts:  "The  Commission  recommends  Army 
Material  Technology  Laboratory  (AMTL)  for  closure  primarily  due  to  the 
condition  of  its  facilities  and  infrastructure.  The  laboratory's  mission  of 
developing  new  materials  to  enhance  the  effectiveness  and  warfighting 
capability  of  the  Army  can  be  performed  at  other  Army  installations. 
Relocating  that  mission  will  take  advantage  of  existing  Army  property,  reduce 
base  operations  costs,  and  combine  research  groups  with  those  working  on 
similar  technologies.  The  net  cost  of  closure  will  be  paid  back  within  one  year. 
The  Commission  expects  annual  savings  to  be  $7. 1  million. "  The  1988  BRAC 
Commission  report  continues  on  page  60;  "AMTL  facilities  need  major 
renovation  or  replacement,  the  laboratory  can  be  relocated  and  the  construction 
avoided." 

The  1988  BRAC  Commission  statements  are  rather  straightforward  and  not 
subject  to  misinterpretation.  Accordingly,  we  stand  by  the  statements  made  in 
our  draft  Quick-Reaction  Report. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcured  with  the  first  sentence  on  page  2, 
paragraph  5,  of  the  draft  report.  "Based  upon  an  appeal  by  the  Army,  the  1991 
BRAC  Commission  subsequently  modified  the  1988  BRAC  Commission 
recommendations  and  realigned  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  to 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  and  approved  establishment  of  the 
Combat  Materials  Research  Laboratory  (subsequently  renamed  the  Army 
Research  Laboratory  in  October  1992)  at  Adelphi,  Maryland."  The  Army 
rationale  for  nonconcurring  is  that  the  Army  submits  their  BRAC 
recommendations  to  DoD,  who  reviews  and  if  approved,  forwards  to  the  BRAC 
Commission.  The  Army  suggested  that  this  sentence  be  rephrased  as  follows; 
"The  Army  BRAC  91  submission  forwarded  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  to  the 
1991  BRAC  Commission  recommends  and  realigns  the  Materials  Technology 
Laboratory  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  and  approved 
establishment  of  the  Combat  Material  Research  Laboratory  (subsequently 
renamed  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  in  October  1992)  at  Adelphi, 
Maryland. " 

Audit  Response.  Technically  it  is  correct  that  the  recommendations  to  the 
BRAC  Commission  are  from  the  DoD  and  the  wording  on  page  2  has  been 
clarified.  It  is  also  the  case,  however,  that  for  the  1993  BRAC  and  for  all  prior 
BRAC  Commissions,  each  Military  Department,  including  the  Army,  developed 
its  own  BRAC  policy  for  collecting  data,  conducting  analyses,  and  developing 
recommendations. 
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The  report  prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  related  to  the  1991  BRAC 
was  entitled,  "Report  to  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission,"  1  April  1991. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  the  page  3,  paragraph  2,  of  the 
draft  report.  "The  realignment  of  the  Materials  Technology  Laboratory  will 
involve  relocating  approximately  100  scientific  and  engineering  employees  from 
the  existing  facility  at  Watertown,  Massachusetts,  to  the  proposed  new 
laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.  The  new  advanced 
materials  laboratory  plans  to  employ  a  total  of  221  persons,  of  which  178  would 
be  scientists  and  engineers."  The  Army  believes  we  should  state  that  the 
number  of  personnel  being  relocated  from  Watertown,  Massachusetts  should  be 
stated  as  181  personnel.  The  Army  also  believes  that  we  should  state  that 
40  personnel  will  be  relocated  from  Ft.  Belvoir,  Virginia  to  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground,  Maryland.  The  Army  also  states  that  of  the  221  personnel  that  would 
be  employed  at  the  Advanced  Materials  Laboratory  at  Aberdeen  Proving 
Ground,  Maryland,  189  would  be  scientists  and  engineers. 

Audit  Response.  While  visiting  the  existing  facility  at  Watertown, 
Massachusetts,  we  were  told  by  Laboratory  management  that  the  number  of 
personnel  that  would  "probably"  relocate  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground, 
Maryland  to  be  approximately  100  individuals.  The  number  of  personnel 
referenced  by  the  Army  above  would  be  correct  only  if  every  person  at 
Watertown,  Massachusetts  that  the  Army  wants  to  relocate  will  actually  do  so. 
Nevertheless  since  the  Army  believes  that  181  personnel  will  relocate  to 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  we  modified  our  report  accordingly.  In  addition, 
since  the  Army  now  states  that  they  will  have  189  scientists  and  engineers  at 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  we  adjusted  our  final  report  accordingly. 

We  believe  the  Army  erred  regarding  the  40  personnel  the  Army  claims  will  be 
relocated  from  Ft.  Belvoir,  Virginia  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland. 
Specifically,  on  page  B-38  of  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  Implementation 
Plan,  July  15,  1992,  the  Army  indicates  that  24  personnel  from  the  Belvoir 
Research  Development  and  Engineering  Center,  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  will  be 
relocated  to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.  On  page  B-42  of  this  same 
implementation  plan,  the  Army  indicates  that  the  40  personnel  referred  to 
above,  will  be  relocated  from  the  Night  Vision  and  Electro-Optical  Devices 
Laboratory  at  Fort  Belvoir,  to  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  at  Adelphi, 
Maryland.  Accordingly,  we  believe  our  statement  regarding  personnel  transfers 
to  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland,  is  reasonable  and  correct. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  also  nonconcurs  with  the  last  sentence  of 
paragraph  3,  page  3,  of  the  draft  report.  "Total  implementation  cost  for  the 
Army  Research  Laboratory  including  new  laboratory  construction  and 
personnel-related  costs  were  estimated  to  be  $415  million  in  the  Army's 
FY  1994  'Justification  Submitted  to  Congress,'  March  1993."  The  Army 
believes  that  the  FY  95  BRAC  91  Budget  Submission  to  Congress  that  shows 
total  implementation  cost  to  be  approximately  $365  million  should  be  used 
instead. 
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Audit  Response.  We  noted  that  while  the  Army  nonconcurs,  the  Army  did  not 
dispute  the  fact  that  in  the  Army's  FY  1994  "Justification  Submitted  to 
Congress,"  March  1993,  the  total  estimated  cost  for  implementation  was  given 
at  $415  million.  We  also  note  that  the  Army  fails  to  mention  why  their  FY  95 
BRAC  91  Budget  request  to  Congress  was  reduced  by  $50  million  ($415  million 
vs.  $365  million).  Specifically,  it  was  pointed  out  to  the  Army  during  the 
course  of  our  audit  that  the  proposed  microelectronics  laboratory  at  Adelphi, 
Maryland,  was  designed  and  configured  as  a  "corporate  research  laboratory"  not 
as  an  applications  laboratory,  as  was  claimed  by  die  Army.  In  addition,  we  also 
pointed  out  to  the  Army  numerous  pieces  of  redundant  equipment  that  the  Army 
was  planning  to  procure  for  their  proposed  advanced  materials  laboratory  at 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.  Accordingly,  since  the  Army  has  not 
seen  fit  to  provide  objective,  detailed  information  to  document  these  changes, 
we  feel  that  the  proper  baseline  to  be  used  in  this  context  is  the  $415  million 
total  implementation  cost  for  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  as  specified  in  the 
Army's  FY  1994  "Justification  Submitted  to  Congress,"  March  1993." 

Another  source  of  concern  regarding  the  Army's  FY  1994  "Justification 
Submitted  to  Congress,"  March  1993,  is  the  accuracy  of  the  estimated  annual 
cost  savings  of  $120  million.  At  the  time  of  our  October  7,  1993  meeting  with 
the  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Operations  Research)  and  the  Deputy 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  for  Research  and  Technology,  we  requested  to 
be  advised  as  to  the  source  and  content  of  this  $120  million  savings  figure.  We 
made  a  follow-up  telephone  call  to  the  designated  point-of-contact  and  were 
advised  that  an  explanatory  letter  was  forthcoming.  As  of  the  date  of  this  audit 
report,  no  explanatory  letter  has  been  received. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  the  Internal  Controls  Statement 
on  page  5  of  the  draft  report  and  requests  that  we  delete  these  two  paragraphs. 
The  Army's  rationale  is  that  the  report  does  not  identify  that  any  specific 
internal  control  weaknesses  existed,  nor  does  the  report  identify  what 
questionable  data  was  submitted  to  the  Commission. 

Audit  Response.  The  Army  submission  to  the  DoD  for  the  1991  BRAC 
Commission  on  the  ARL  was  incomplete,  inaccurate,  and  misleading.  In  Part  I 
of  our  report,  we  reported  significant  internal  control  weaknesses  that 
contributed  to  this  problem.  We  have  retained  that  materiel,  which  helps 
illustrate  why  the  ARL  decision  should  be  revisited. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  the  Audit  Report  Section 
concerning  Prior  Audits  and  Other  Reviews  on  pages  5  and  6  of  the  draft 
report.  Specifically,  the  Army  wants  to  add  a  reference  to  the  "Federal 
Advisory  Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense  Research 
and  Development  Laboratories  -  Report  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense," 
September  1991.  The  Army  also  desires  us  to  quote  from  the  findings  of  the 
Federal  Advisory  Commission. 
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In  addition,  the  Army  requested  that  we  include  in  this  section  a  "Special  Report 
by  the  U.S.  Army  Audit  Agency  (AAA)  -  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Construction  Requirements,"  SR  92-702,  August  12,  1992.  The  Army  states 
that  where  ARL  requirements  were  not  supported  by  the  Army  Audit  Agency, 
the  Army  research  Laboratory  adjusted  the  costs  and  square  footage  on  the  DD 
Form  1391  in  accordance  with  the  Army  Audit  Agency  requirements. 

Audit  Response.  We  feel  that  the  overall  Department  of  the  Army 
nonconcurrence  as  stated  above  is  disingenuous.  Specifically,  we  did  consider 
the  "Federal  Advisory  Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of 
Defense  Research  and  Development  Laboratories  -  Report  to  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,"  September  1991  and  made  specific  reference  to  it  in  our  companion 
Draft  Quick-Reaction  Report  on  Microelectronics  (Electronic  Devices) 
Research,  Development,  Test,  and  Evaluation  Laboratories  within  DoD  (Project 
No.  3AB-0058.02).  Contrary  to  Army  claims,  the  Federal  Advisory 
Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense  Research  and 
Development  Laboratories  does  not  support  construction  of  a  new 
microelectronics  laboratory  at  Adelphi,  Maryland.  To  the  extent  that  this  report 
does  support  consolidation  of  Army  Laboratories,  it  does  so  without  haying  the 
benefit  of  considering  the  cost  of  implementation.  In  any  case,  since  the 
Commission  recommended  that  the  Army  delay  implementation  of  the 
Electronic  Devices  and  Technology  Laboratory  pending  completion  of  a 
Defense  Science  Board  Task  Force  on  Microelectronics,  and  this  Defense 
Science  Board  Task  Force  concluded  that  the  proposed  investment  to  build 
additional  microelectronics  research  facilities  is  unwarranted. 

We  also  obtained  and  reviewed  Army  Audit  Agency  Report  No.  SR  92-702, 
"Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Construction  Requirements,"  August  12,  1992. 
The  audit  objective  was  to  review  the  adequacy  of  support  for  construction 
projects  related  to  realignments  involving  8  installations  from  the  1991  BRAC. 
These  installations  specifically  included  the  Adelphi  Laboratory  Center  and 
Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Maryland.  At  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground,  Army 
Audit  reviewed  one  project  estimated  to  cost  $66.4  million.  Army  Audit  found 
that  $54.7  million  (82  percent)  of  the  estimated  costs  were  adequately 
supported,  $2.9  million  (4  percent)  were  not  adequately  supported,  $8.8  million 
(13  percent)  were  inappropriate  for  base  realignment  funding.  Army  Audit  also 
found  that  $20.6  million  (31  percent)  in  costs  should  have  been  included  that 
weren't. 

We  also  obtained  and  reviewed  Army  Audit  Agency  "Review  of  DMRD  922 
Implementation:  Memorandum  Report  to  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Financial  Management),"  March  30,  1992.  The  audit  objective  was  to 
evaluate  DMRD  922  savings  and  a  baseline  for  measuring  these  savings.  The 
audit  found  that  the  savings  calculations  provided  by  the  Army  for  DMRD  922 
were  not  supported.  The  audit  also  found  that  only  a  small  portion  of  the  costs 
associated  with  implementation  of  DMRD  922  had  been  reported. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  also  nonconcurs  with  the  second  paragraph  on 
page  8  of  the  draft  report  that  reads:  "In  1988,  the  Base  Realignment  and 
Closure  Commission  (BRAC)  decided . " 
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Audit  Response.  The  information  in  this  paragraph  was  obtained  from  costs 
and  square  footage  on  the  DD  Form  1391  prepared  by  the  Department  of  the 
Army  in  its  FY  1994  "Justification  Submitted  to  Congress,"  March  1993.  To 
the  degree  that  the  proposed  cost  of  this  laboratory  has  been  reduced  by 
$7.8  million,  we  believe  it  has  been  due  to  the  identification  of  redundant 
equipment  by  the  audit.  In  any  case,  the  Army  merely  makes  a  statement  and 
provides  no  supporting  documentation  demonstrating  even  this  limited  cost 
reduction  for  equipment.  Accordingly,  we  believe  it  is  inappropriate  to 
substitute  the  above  data  provided  by  the  Army  without  subjecting  it  to 
independent  audit  verification. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  9,  paragraph  3,  that 
reads:  "The  Air  Force  Materials  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory  has 

significant  underutilized  facilities  and  equipment  already  in  place . "  The 

Army  states  that  it  strongly  disagrees  with  the  statements  in  this  paragraph. 

Audit  Response.  The  Army  offers  as  support  for  this  nonconcurrence  three 
brief  memorandums  dated  from  August  12  through  November  1,  1993.  We 
wish  to  make  two  observations  with  regard  to  these  memorandums  that  support 
the  finding,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  in  our  Draft  Quick-Reaction 
Report.  The  first  observation  deals  with  the  fact  that  until  the  IG,  DoD,  started 
making  inquiries  regarding  possible  consolidation  or  collocation  of  these 
materials  laboratories,  there  was  no  tri-service  analysis  completed  that  ever 
seriously  considered  joint  use  of  the  facilities  at  Wright  Laboratory.  The  second 
observation  concerns  the  affiliations  of  all  of  the  personnel  writing  or  receiving 
these  memorandums.  Specifically,  all  of  these  personnel  were  affiliated  with 
either  the  Army,  Navy,  or  Air  Force  and  had  a  significant  vested  interest  in  the 
decision. 

We  believe  this  only  reinforces  the  need  for  this  issue  to  be  examined  in  detail 
by  the  Defense  Science  Board  where  an  objective  evaluation  might  be 
considered. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  9,  paragraph  4,  which 
reads:  "Facility  and  equipment  requirements  for  research  and  development 

projects  are  determined  by  the  specific  types  of  advanced  materials . "  The 

Army  states  that  its  efforts  are  aimed  at  meeting  unique  Army  requirements  not 
otherwise  being  addressed. 

Audit  Response.  The  Army  offers  no  information  or  data  as  evidence  to  refute 
the  point  we  intended  to  make  in  this  paragraph.  Specifically,  that  facility  and 
equipment  requirements  are  determined  by  the  type  of  research  being  conducted 
on  advanced  materials.  Accordingly,  we  stand  by  the  paragraph  as  stated. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  10,  paragraph  2,  which 

reads:  " . Concerned  about  perceived  risks  associated  with  this  approach,  the 

Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  selected  Alternative  1  . "  Specifically,  the 

Army  believes  that  this  paragraph  did  not  address  the  positive  aspects  of 
Alternative  1  (Project  Reliance)  presented  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
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and  the  Army  states  that  total  savings  provided  by  Alternative  1  were  greater 
than  for  Alternative  2  (creation  of  a  Defense  Science,  Engineering  and  Test 
Agency). 

Audit  Response.  The  briefing  charts  we  have  that  were  presented  to  the 
Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  on  August  22,  1990  specifically  detail  an 
additional  $30  million  to  $115  million  savings  that  would  result  from  reductions 
in  the  management  superstructure  by  eliminating  1,863  positions  through 
implementation  of  Alternative  2.  The  potential  savings  estimated  to  result  from 
field  activity  restructuring  and  streamlining  were  comparable  under  either 
alternative. 

In  its  nonconcurrence  the  Army  requested  that  the  last  sentence  in  this  paragraph 
be  deleted.  In  the  draft  report  this  sentence  read  "Accordingly,  upon  approval 
of  Project  Reliance,  a  savings  baseline  of  $1.1  billion  was  established  for  the 
Military  Departments  for  the  FYs  1992  through  1997  Future  Years  Defense 
Plan."  The  Army  offered  nothing  in  the  way  of  evidentiary  matter  to  support 
this  request.  Accordingly,  based  upon  our  response  as  indicated  above,  the 
paragraphs  will  remain  as  originally  written. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  also  nonconcurs  with  page  10,  paragraph  3,  that 
reads:  "....The  JDL  seems  to  have  used  the  terms  "collocation"  and 

"consolidation"  solely  on  the  basis  of  funding  sources.  Such  use  appears  to 
have  little  to  do  with  the  physical  collocation  or  consolidation  of  personnel, 
facilities  and  equipment. " 

Audit  Response.  In  the  Tri-Service  Science  &  Technology  Reliance  Annual 
Report,  prepared  by  the  Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories,  December  1992,  the 
Glossary  of  Terms  on  page  F-4  defines  "collocation"  and  "consolidation"  as 
follows: 

Collocation.  This  category  includes  programs  for  which  in-house  task  execution 
will  be  collocated  at  a  single  Service's  activities,  with  all  Services  retaining 
separate  funding  control.  Each  Service,  at  its  option,  may  maintain  its  own  in- 
house  effort  of  up  to  2  work-years  per  year,  in  order  to  ensure  Service 
awareness  of  the  major  activity  on  going  at  the  collocated  site.  Collocated 
programs  may  also  be  "joint,"  but  there  is  no  requirement  that  be  the  case. 

Consolidation.  This  category  includes  programs  that  will  be  consolidated  under 
a  lead  Service  for  management.  For  programs  so  designated,  all  related  S&T 
funds  will  be  transferred  to  the  designated  lead  Service,  and  work  will  be 
carried  out  at  that  Service's  activities.  Based  on  the  foregoing  definitions 
published  by  Project  Reliance,  we  stand  by  our  statement  in  the  draft  report. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  11,  paragraph  1,  that 
reads:  "Neither  Project  Reliance  nor  the  JDL  has  been  analyzing  or  justifying 
the  ARL  or  NSWC  advanced  materials  laboratories.  The  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E)  has  had  only  limited  involvement  with 
Project  Reliance.  The  current  JDL  organization  has  resulted  in  "rule  by 
committee,"  so  that  when  the  Military  Departments  representatives  cannot  reach 
agreement  on  a  particular  topic,  there  is  no  mechanism  to  resolve  differences  of 
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opinion. "  The  Army  states  that  the  first  sentence  should  be  deleted  and  the  last 
two  sentences  should  be  revised  in  accordance  with  the  Army  suggested 
wording. 

Audit  Response.  In  the  Tri-Service  Science  &  Technology  Reliance  Annual 
Report,  prepared  by  the  Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories,  December  1992,  the 
Executive  Summary  on  page  vii  states:  "In  addition  to  formally  inviting  SDIO 
into  the  Reliance  joint  planning  process,  the  SAE's  have  also  invited  the  Office 
of  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  &  Engineering  (ODDR&E),  the  Defense 
Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (DARPA),  and  the  Defense  Nuclear 
Agency  (DNA)  to  participate." 

We  understand  that  representatives  of  the  above  named  organizations  participate 
informally  in  Project  Reliance  meetings.  As  such,  they  do  not  actively 
participate  in  Reliance  decision-making.  The  Army  further  states  that  disputes 
are  resolved  in  two  forums:  the  JDL  Principals  Meetings  and  the  OSD  chaired 
Defense  S&T  Working  Group.  In  fact,  the  Defense  S&T  Working  Group  lies 
outside  of  die  Reliance  process,  and  the  Army  offers  nothing  but  a  statement  to 
support  the  fact  that  disputes  are  resolved  in  JDL  Principals  Meetings.  The 
Army  does  not  explain  or  demonstrate  any  formal  process  for  resolving  these 
disputes. 

Based  on  a  Department  of  the  Air  Force  response  to  the  draft  audit  report,  we 
understand  that  certain  actions  are  being  undertaken  to  address  this  issue. 
Specifically,  the  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Research  & 
Engineering)  stated  that;  "the  JDL  does  not  have  a  process  in  place  to  resolve 
issues  concerning  Service  investments  in  facilities  and  equipment.  As  a  result 
of  the  DoD  IG  audit,  the  JDL  principals  are  taking  action  to  put  procedures  in 
place  to  identify  and  resolve  facilities  and  equipment  issues  in  addition  to  the 
current  process  to  resolve  program  content. " 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  11,  paragraph  2,  that  lists 
realignments  of  the  1991  BRAC  Commission  related  to  the  Army  Research 
Laboratory  and  Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center  Advanced  Materials 
Laboratories.  The  Army  believes  that,  for  accuracy  and  completeness,  every 
realignment  of  the  1991  BRAC  Commission  related  to  the  Army  Research 
Laboratory  should  be  listed. 

Audit  Response.  Our  purpose  in  listing  only  the  four  realignments  concerned 
with  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories  was  to  keep  the  draft  quick-reaction 
report  as  relevant  and  as  brief  as  possible.  That  continues  to  be  our  purpose  and 
listing  every  realignment  of  the  1991  BRAC  Commission  related  to  the  Army 
Research  Laboratory  would  add  nothing  to  the  content  and  meaning  of  the  final 
report. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  page  12,  paragraph  1,  that 
states:  "BRAC  process  to  justify  building  and  equipping  new  laboratories  for 
advanced  materials  research  that  will  cost  an  estimated  $160  million.  In  doing 
so,  the  Army  and  Navy  have  not  considered,  analyzed  or  justified  these 
construction  projects  from  a  DoD  perspective.  As  a  result,  new  Army  and 
Navy  Research  Laboratories  could  be  built  unnecessarily."  The  Army  feels  this 
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Appendix  G.  Audit  Point-By-Point  Response 


paragraph  should  be  deleted  because  the  "review  process  at  DoD  ensures  that 
the  so-called  'DoD  perspective’  has  been  applied  for  the  Service  submissions 
prior  to  consolidation  of  all  the  Services  inputs  into  the  final  DoD  BRAC  report 
to  die  commission. "  The  Army  further  states  that  responsibility  for  this  review 
can  not  be  delegated  to  the  Services. 

Audit  Response.  The  DoD  was  presented  with  the  Military  Department 
recommendations  with  approximately  2  weeks  left  in  which  to  review  the  Army 
submission  and  consider  it  from  a  DoD  perspective.  As  previously  discussed, 
we  believe  it  is  significant  that  the  actual  submission  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  the  Army  related  to  the  1991  BRAC  was  entitled,  "Report  to  the 
Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission,"  1  April  1991.  The 
paragraph  will  not  be  deleted  as  requested  by  the  Army. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  also  nonconcurs  with  page  12,  paragraphs  2,  3, 
and  4  -  "A  second  policy  interpretation  related  to  die  need  for  new  DoD 

laboratories  is  best  summarized  by  . "  The  Army  believes  that  these 

paragraphs  should  be  deleted  and  substituted  with  a  statement  written  by  the 
Army. 

Audit  Response.  We  believe  our  wording  is  factual. 

The  Department  of  the  Army  nonconcurs  with  the  Recommendations  for 
Corrective  Action  on  pages  13  and  14.  The  Army's  rationale  is  that  both 
recommendations  are  unsubstantiated  and  unnecessary  in  the  context  of  the 
Army  arguments  presented  in  their  rebuttal  document. 

Audit  Response.  We  nonconcur  for  all  of  the  reasons  set  forth  in  our  audit 
responses  to  the  principal  Army  objections  to  the  report. 
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Appendix  H.  Summary  of  Potential  Benefits 


Recommendation 

Reference 


1. 


2. 


Amount  and/or 

Description  of  Benefit  Type  of  Benefit 


Economy  and  Efficiency.  Will 
ensure  that  funds  will  not  be 
expended  for  unnecessary  facilities 
and  equipment. 

Economy  and  Efficiency.  Avoid  the 
expenditure  of  scarce  resources  for 
new  building  construction  and  new 
equipment  while  the  Air  Force  has 
underutilized  laboratory  space  and 
equipment  available. 


Nonmonetary. 


Funds  Put  to  Better 
Use.  $160  million 
1991  BRAC  Military 
Construction  and 
equipment 

procurement  over  the 
6-year  Future  Years 
Defense  Plan  could  be 
realigned.  Actual  net 
savings  would  depend 
on  what  alternative 
laboratory  plan  was 
developed. 
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Appendix  I.  Organizations  Visited  or  Contacted 


Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Comptroller,  Department  of  Defense,  Arlington,  VA 
Director,  Defense  Research  and  Engineering,  Arlington,  VA 
Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  MD 


Department  of  the  Army 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research  and  Technology),  Washington,  DC 

Army  Natick  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center,  Natick,  MA 

Army  Research  Laboratory,  Adelphi,  MD 

Army  Research  Laboratory,  Watertown,  MA 

Army  Materiel  Systems  Analysis  Activity,  Aberdeen,  MD 

Armament  Research  Development  and  Engineering  Center,  Picatinny,  NJ 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center,  Patuxent  River,  MD 

Naval  Research  Laboratory,  Washington,  DC 

Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center,  Carderock  Division,  Annapolis,  MD 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Rome  Laboratory,  Griffiss  Air  Force  Base,  NY 
Wright  Laboratory,  Wright-Patterson  Air  Force  Base,  OH 


Non-Defense  Federal  Organizations 

Congressional  Research  Service,  Science  Policy  Research  Division,  Washington,  DC 
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Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense 

Under  Secretary  of  Defense  for  Acquisition 
Comptroller  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Economic  Security) 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense  (Logistics) 
Joint  Directors  of  Laboratories 


Department  of  the  Army 

Secretary  of  the  Army 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Research  and  Technology) 
Auditor  General,  Department  of  the  Army 
Army  Natick  Research,  Development  and  Engineering  Center 
Army  Research  Laboratory 


Department  of  the  Navy 

Secretary  of  the  Navy 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy  (Financial  Management) 
Comptroller  of  the  Navy 
Naval  Surface  Warfare  Center 
Naval  Research  Laboratory 


Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  (Financial  Management  and  Comptroller) 
Rome  Laboratory 
Wright  Laboratory 
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Defense  Agencies 

Director,  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency 
Director,  Defense  Logistics  Agency 


Non-Defense  Organizations 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget 

U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division, 
Technical  Information  Center 

Congressional  Research  Service,  Science  Policy  Research  Division 

Chairman  and  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  Each  of  the  Following  Congressional 
Committees  and  Subcommittees: 

Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations 

Senate  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
Senate  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
Senate  Committee  on  Governmental  Affairs 
House  Committee  on  Appropriations 

House  Subcommittee  on  Defense,  Committee  on  Appropriations 
House  Committee  on  Armed  Services 
House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

House  Subcommittee  on  Legislation  and  National  Security,  Committee  on 
Government  Operations 

Senator  John  Glenn 

Senator  Howard  M.  Metzenbaum 

Senator  Barbara  A.  Mikulski 

Senator  Paul  S.  Sarbanes 

Senator  Arlen  Specter 

Senator  Harris  Wofford 

Representative  Helen  Delich  Bentley 

Representative  Wayne  T.  Gilchrest 

Representative  Tony  P.  Hall 

Representative  Steny  H.  Hoyer 

Representative  Maijorie  Margolies-Mezvinsky 

Representative  Constance  A.  Morelia 
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This  page  was  left  out  of  orignial  document 


Part  IV  -  Management  Comments 


ff  H 


Office  of  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Engineering  Comments 


ifcm 


OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR  OF 
DEFENSE  RESEARCH  AND  ENGINEERING 
WASHINGTON  DC  20301  3030 


Dt-  .  1993 

memorandum  for  inspector  general,  department  of  defense 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Quick-Reaction  Report  on  Advanced  Materials 
Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation 
Laboratories  Within  DoD  (Project  No. 3AB-0058.01) 


This  responds  to  recommendation  1  of  subject  report. 

While  there  may  be  advantages  tc  collocating  the  Am-  l 
Navy  Materials  Research  Laboratories  at  Wright  Patte^sor  Ai^ 
Force  Base.  I  air.  advised  that  the  1551  Base  Realign?  a£d* 
Commission  (ErAC)  realigns  the  Army  Materials 
le^nr.r.cgy  Laboratory  to  the  Aberdeen  Proving  Ground  in 
.ary^anc  ana  that  t.4is  decision  precludes  consideration  c* 
ether  alternatives. 


in  vie*  or  tr.u 
remrendation  tc  in: 
.s  issue. 


^ advice  I  am,  unable  to  concur  with  the 
tiate  a .Defense  Science  Board  study  of 


*  i 

LOAa.  Ixnj  <•. 

John  M.  Bachktsky 
Deputy  Director 

Defense  Research  and  Engineering 
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Office  of  the  Comptroller  of  the  Department  of 
Defense  Comments 


OfTCI  Of  THE  COMPTHOUER  Of  THE  DEPARTMENT  Of  DEfENSE 


WMHNCTOM  DC  IMOMIOO 


JWN  I  1994 


(Management  Systems) 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  DIRECTOR,  ACQUISITION  MANAGEMENT  DIRECTORATE 
DODIG 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Quick-Reaction  Reports  on  Microelectronics  and 
Advanced  Materials  Research,  Development,  Test  and 
Evaluation  Laboratories  within  Department  of  Defense 

The  two  proposed  audit  reports  (project  numbers  3AB-0058.01 
and  3AB-0058.02)  contain  a  recommendation  that  the  Comptroller 
of  the  Department  of  Defense  withhold  military  construction 
funds  until  an  independent  and  objective  analysis  has  been 
completed  as  to  whether  the  construction  is  still  needed.  The 
Comptroller  has  placed  a  temporary  hold  on  FY  1994  military 
construction  funding,  pending  a  ruling  by  the  Office  of  the 
General  Counsel  of  the  legal  implications  of  doing  so. 

If  the  proposed  reports  are  finalized  and  issued,  I  suggest 
that  the  recommendation  for  the  Comptroller  to  withhold  funding 
be  made  contingent  upon  action  by  the  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
for  Acquisition  to  commission  an  independent  study.  The  1995 
Base  Realignment  and  Closure  (BRAC)  process  would  provide  an 
opportunity  for  study  of  this  issue  from  a  Department 
perspective.  It  appears  that  the  only  effective  way  to  modify 
the  1991  BRAC  Commission’s  recommendations  is  to  propose  changes 
to  the  1995  BRAC  Commission. 


C-HArvi  h^TCc  k  e  r 
Deputy  Comptroller 
(Management  Systems) 
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Department  of  the  Army  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
ADWWST1UT1YT  ASSISTANT  TO  THC  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  DC  ICJlWlOS 

1 9  hov  m: 


SARD-CT 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  INSPECTOR  GENERAL,  DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  (AUDITING) 

SUBJECT:  DoD  K5  Draft  Quick  Rewaioo  Reports  on  Microekctronics  (Electronic  Devices)  and 

Advanced  Materials  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  Laboratories 
Within  DoD,  November  13, 1993 


The  Army  nonconcurs  with  the  subject  reports.  These  reports  are  factually  inaccurate, 
badly  flawed  in  logic  and  their  conclusions  are  legally  objectionable.  Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the 
Army's  point  by  point  rebuttal  to  the  subject  reports  that  was  forwarded  to  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  Acquisition  on  November  24, 1993  (Tab  A),  and  subsequent  legal  opinion  from  the 
Army  Judge  Advocate  General  (Tab  B)  and  Office  of  General  Counsel  (Tkb  Q. 

The  Army  is  a  leader  in  DoD  laboratory  consolidation  and  downsizing.  The  Army  is 
investing  in  its  future  by  establishing  the  Army  Research  Laboratory  (ARL).  After  extensive  study 
and  analysis,  the  Army  made  a  conscious  decision  in  1990  to  reduce  the  size  of  its  research 
infrastructure,  increase  its  effectiveness,  and  improve  quality  by  creating  a  corporate  “flagship" 
laboratory,  the  Army  Research  Laboratory,  ARL  is  properly  balanced  in  its  missions,  functions 
and  strategy.  We  hive  focused  on  those  technologies  most  critical  to  future  land  warfare 
supremacy.  New  microelectronics  and  materials  facilities  are  key  to  this  commitment  and  were  - 
fully  defended  to,  arxi  ultimately  supported  by,  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense,  Federal  Advisory 
Commission  on  Consolidation  and  Conversion  of  Defense  Research  and  Development 
Laboratories,  1991  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commission,  Defense  Science  Board  Task 
Force  on  Microelectronics  arvl  the  General  Accounting  Office,  Moreover,  funding  is  included  in 
the  FY94  budget  for  this  consolidation  and  is  being  offset  by  manpower  savings.  We  need  the 
Army  Research  Laboratory  and  this  investment 

The  subject  draft  audit  reports  are  unencumbered  by  the  facts  and  their  conclusions  ire 
legally  objectionable  because  they  assume  authority  to  disregard  binding  recommendations  of  the 
1988  and  1991  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commissions.  These  proposed  draff  audit 
reports,  if  finalized  in  their  current  form,  will  severely  reduce  the  Army’s  science  and  technology 
capability  and  seriously  impair  the  Secretary  of  Defense’s  legal  responsibility  to  implement  the 
recommendations  of  the  Defense  Base  Closure  and  Realignment  Commissions  in  a  timely  manner. 
Wc  cannot  turn  around  ai  this  point  It  is  imperative  that  the  issues  and  errors  identified  in  the 
Army  response  be  resolved  and  included  in  the  final  audit  report  If  resolution  does  not  occur,  the 
Army  strongly  recommends  that  the  reports  nor  be  finalized  lp^djstribujpd^ 


J^eorge  E  Dausman 
Actirg/AssisLam  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Research,  Development  and  Acquisition) 

Enclosures 

CF: 

USD(A) 

(Audit  Note:  Enclosures  appear  at  Appendix  F.) 
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Department  of  the  Navy  Comments 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 

OfFlC£  Of  Th£  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 
( Rev# •  reft  0*veto6<T%en!  *nc  Act*#***™) 

WASHINGTON  DC  20350-1000 

1- 3: 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  ASSISTANT  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  FOR  AUDITING, 
DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE 

Sub  j :  DRAFT  QUICK-REACTION  REPORT  ON  ADVANCED  MATERIALS 

RESEARCH,  DEVELOPMENT,  TEST,  AND  EVALUATION  LABORATORIES 
WITHIN  DOD  (PROJECT  NO.  3AB-0058.01) 

Ref:  (a)  DODIG  nemo  of  15  Nov  93 

As  requested  by  reference  (a) ,  the  Department  of  the  Navy 
(DON)  has  reviewed  the  subject  draft  report  and  nonconcurs  with 
its  finding  and  recommendations.  Additional  detailed  comments 
addressing  specific  issues  in  the  draft  report  will  be  forwarded 
under  separate  cover. 

The  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  (DODIG) 
recommendation  to  withhold  military  construction  funds  for  the 
new  Army  and  Navy  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories  pending  the 
results  of  a  Defense  Science  Board  (DSB)  study  would  delay 
approved  and  fully  funded  Navy  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
(BRAC)  plans. 

The  tri-Service  Science  and  Technology  Executives,  in 
conjunction  with  DDRiE's  staff,  reviewed  the  plans  for  the  new 
Army  and  Navy  Advanced  Materials  Laboratories  and  concluded  that 
delaying  implementation  at  this  juncture  places  DOD  at  risk  of 
violating  final  BRAC  recommendations,  which  have  the  force  of 
law. 


The  Navy  has  demonstrated  a  need  for  the  planned  materials 
facilities  as  part  of  the  91  and  93  BRAC  process.  Further  review 
of  all  Navy  RDT4E  infrastructure,  including  materials  application 
and  research  facilities,  will  be  conducted  during  BRAC  95. 
Disruption  of  the  Navy  planned  construction  would  seriously 
undermine  implementation  of  BRAC  legal  requirements  and  overall 
plans  to  consolidate  RDT&E  facilities. 


Copy  to: 

CNO  (N091) 

DDR4E 
COMNAVAIR 
COMNAVSEA 
NAVCOMPT  (NCB-53) 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


writ  o t  *r.  miiur 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 

WASHINGTON  DC 

December  1. 1993 


< 


MEMORANDUM  FOR  DOD  INSPECTOR  G ENER AL^ ACQUI STJTON 
MANAGEMENT  DIRECTORATE  (MR.  DONALD  E.  REED) 

SUBJECT.  Drift  Audit  Repon  oo  Advanced  Materials  and  Microelectronic*  (Project* 
3AB-003S-01  »nd  3AB-D038-02) 


The  Air  Force  b»s  reviewed  the  ‘Draft  Quick-Reaction  Reporu"  on 
microelectronics  (Project  No  AB-003S-02)  and  maieriit*  (Project  3AB-0058-01). 
Comments  oo  the  findings  in  these  reports  ire  attached. 


We  cannot  comment  on  legal  or  cotiu  actual  Issues  regarding  the  proposal  new 
facilities  for  the  Army  and  Navy.  Howcvet.  wc  do  agree  that  an  Independent  assessment 
by  outside  technical  experts,  such  is  the  DSB.  would  be  of  value  In  technically  assessing 
unique  aspects  of  laboratory  facility  utilization.  Should  an  additional  assessment  of 
materials  laboratories  be  conducted,  we  recommend  that  of  a  ‘two  laboratory  option' 
alternative  also  be  evaluated.  (1)  a  joint  Services  air  and  space  materials  and  processes 
la  hoi  a  tor  y  led  by  the  Air  Force  at  Wright  Laboratory  and  (2)  a  joint  Service*  land  and  sea 
materials  and  processes  labotaiory.  led  by  the  Army  or  Navy  at  a  site  or  sites  to  be 
determined " 


Apart  from  the  Military  Construction  Program  issues  Identified  by  the  DC®  K3, 
wc  believe  that  there  is  much  more  value  to  be  gathered  from  a  more  vigorous  application 
of  the  Tri-Service  Reliance  process  to  total  program  content,  and  also  to  Identify  and 
resolve  major  facility  and  equipment  issues. 


J.  MATTJCE 
Deputy  A&ristanl  Secretary 
(Research  k  Engineering 


Atchs 
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Department  of  the  Air  Force  Comments 


SUBJECT:  Drift  Audit  Repun  on  Advanced  Mandate  RDT&E  Laboratories  Within 
DOD.  15  Nov  93  (Project  No  3AB-003S-01) 

The  Air  Force  comment*  on  the  referenced  report  are  a*  follows: 

ffindfof  .  Page  9 

The  Air  Force  Material*  Directorate  at  Wright  Laboratory  baa  significant 
underutilized  facilities  and  equipment...." 

Commccu  Wc  believe  the  facilities  and  equipment  at  the  Materials  Directorate  of 
Wright  Laboratory  are  utilized  consistent  with  accepted  laboratory  practice.  The 
Materials  Directorate  employs  contractor  personnel  on-site  to  support  execution  of  the 
Air  Force  material*  SA. T  program.  These  personnel  could  not  be  replaced  by  Army  or 
Navy  personnel  without  serioual)  impacting  the  Air  Force  materials  and  processes 
technology  program.  The  Materials  Directorate  facilities  and  equipment  would  need  to  be 
substantially  expanded  to  accommodate  the  materials  and  process  technology  activities  of 
the  Army  and  Navy 

Finding  -  page  1 1 

“Neither  Project  Reliance  nor  the  JD L  has  been  analyzing  or  justifying  the  ARL  or 
NSWC  advanced  materials  laboratories.  The  Director  of  Defense  Research  and 
Engineering  (DDRAE)  ha*  had  only  limited  involvement  with  Project  Reliance.  The 
cuncm  JDL  organization  hu  resulted  in  "rule  by  committee.*  so  that  when  the  Military 
Department  representatives  cannot  reach  agreement  on  a  particular  topic,  there  is  no 
mechanism  to  resolve  differences  of  opinion." 

Comm«U:  The  JDL  has  a  process  to  resolve  issues  concerning  the  content  of  the 
Service  technical  programs.  However,  the  JDL  does  not  have  a  process  in  place  above  the 
pane!  level  to  resolve  issues  concerning  Service  investments  in  facilities  and  equipment 
As  a  result  of  the  DOD  IC  audit,  the  JDL  principals  arc  taking  action  to  put  procedures  in 
place  to  identify  and  resolve  facilities  and  equipment  issues  in  addition  to  the  current 
process  to  resolve  program  content  JDL  principals  formally  invited  DDR&E  to 
participate  in  Reliance  in  early  1993  and  DDR&E  has  been  an  active  participant  since  that 
time. 
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Audit  Team  Members 


Donald  E.  Reed  Director,  Acquisition  Management  Directorate 

Raymond  A.  Spencer  Audit  Program  Director 

David  F.  Vincent  Audit  Project  Manager 

James  F.  Friel  Senior  Auditor 

Richard  L.  Collier  Auditor 

Judy  K.  Palmer  Auditor 

Tammy  O'Deay  Administrative  Assistant 


